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TRINITY COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE, 
7 October, 1900. 


Dear Dr SUSEMIHL, 


Permit me, on the fiftieth anniversary of your Doctor's 
degree, to offer to you in token of my sincere regard a few 
notes on passages in the Seventh Book of the Hudemian 
ethics, You may perhaps think my speculations unduly 
hazardous: but 1 am a believer in hypothesis, and I print 
my guesses in the hope that they may be useful at any rate 
as stepping stones to better things. However that may be, 
this little book brings to you my heartiest congratulation 
upon the services which during so many years you have 
rendered to Greek scholarship, and my earnest wish that you 
may long continue to pursue the θεωρητικὸς Bios and to 


enjoy the “real” pleasures which are its great reward. 


HENRY JACKSON. 


PREFACE. 


THESE notes do not pretend to deal with all that is difficult 
in the Seventh Book of the Hudemian ethics. Some of them 
have already appeared in the Journal of Philology xxvi 149— 
160 and xxvil 145—158. For permission to reprint them 
here, I am indebted to the courtesy of Messrs Macmillan, the 
proprietors of that periodical. At 11 §§ 14, 20, 28, 36, vi ὃ 8, 
and vii § 2, I have changed my treatment of certain details 
and, as I hope, improved it. 

In studying the Hudemian ethics, I have had constantly 
in my hands five books: namely, 

F. J. Bast : Commentatio palaeographica, appended to G. H. 
Schaefer’s Gregorw Corinthu et aliorum grammaticorum libri de 
dialectis, Lipsiae MDCCCXI. 

ΓΗ. Bonitz: Observationes criticae in Aristotelis quae ferun- 
tur Magna Moraha et Ethica Eudemia, Berolini MDCCCXLIV. 

A. T. H. Fritzsche: Eudemi Rhoda Ethica, Ratisbonae 
MDCCCLI. 

L. Spengel: Aristotelische Studien. τ. Hudemische Ethik, 
Grosse Ethtk, Polittk. Abh. d. k. bayer. Akad. Miinchen 1865. 
[These criticisms, says Spengel, were for the most part written 
between 1838 and 1843.] 

F. Susemihl: [Aristotelis Ethica Eudenia|] Hudemi Rhodiw 
Ethica, Lipsiae MDCCCLXXXIV. 

To all these works I owe much. In particular, I find 
myself at every turn indebted to Dr F. Susemihl’s admirable 
edition. It is a pleasure to me to have an opportunity of 
. thanking him, however inadequately, for his complete survey 
of existing material, for his judicious handling of it, and for 
_ the many additions which he has made to our knowledge of a 
very difficult treatise. These words I wrote in 1898. I repeat 
them now with a fuller comprehension of the difficulty of his 
undertaking and with a gratitude correspondingly enhanced. 


H. J. 


ON SOME PASSAGES IN THE SEVENTH BOOK 
OF THE EUDEMIAN ETHICS. 


i§ 3. 1234" 28—30 καὶ ἐάν ris βούληται ποιῆσαι ὥστε μὴ 
ἀδικεῖν, GAN εἰς φίλους ποιῆσαι: οἱ γὰρ ἀληθινοὶ φίλοι οὐκ 
ἀδικοῦσιν. 

Susemihl’s comment is as follows: 

“29. ἀλλ᾽ εἰς corrupta, ἀλλήλοις Casaubonus, ἀλλήλους Cl. 
Bk., commate post hoc verbum traiecto rec. Bu. Fr., ἄλλους 
eadem interpunctione proposita Spengelius ποιῆσαι haud 
rectum, ποιήσαι Casaubonus, ποιήσει Spengelius, δεῖν ante 
φίλους inserendum esse ci. Fr.” 

I venture to think that, in order to obtain a satisfactory 
sense, we have only to substitute, for ἀλλ᾽ eis, Aus in the sense 
of ἅλις ἐστί. For the substitution of εἰ for ἐ, see Bast p. 720. 


1§ 9. 1235° 17—19 τὸ δ᾽ ὅμοιον ἐχθρὸν τῷ ὁμοίῳ" καὶ yap 
“ κεραμεὺς κεραμεῖ κοτέει," 
καὶ τὰ ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν τρεφόμενα πολέμια ἀλλήλοις boa. 

After the metrical quotations ἐρᾷ μὲν ὄμβρου γαῖα, μετα- 
βολὴ πάντων γλυκύ, κεραμεὺς κεραμεῖ κοτέει, the plain prose of 
καὶ τὰ ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν KT is strange, whilst the phrase αὗται 
αἱ ὑπολήψεις in the next sentence proves that the author of 
the Eudemians did not claim the sentiment as his own. Write 
καὶ “τἀπὸ TOV αὐτῶν τρεφόμενα πολέμι᾽ ἀλλήλοις Goa,” and 
you have forthwith a perfect trochaic. 


1 
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i§ 14. 1935" 35—1235" 2 τοῖς δὲ τὸ χρήσιμον δοκεῖ φίλον 
εἶναι μόνον. σημεῖον δ᾽ ὅτι καὶ διώκουσι ταῦτα πᾶντες, τὰ δὲ 
ἄχρηστα καὶ αὐτοὶ αὑτῶν ἀποβάλλουσιν" ὥσπερ Σωκράτης ὁ 
γέρων ἔλεγε τὸν πτύελον καὶ τὰς τρίχας καὶ τοὺς ὄνυχας παρα- 
βάλλων, καὶ τὰ μόρια ὅτι ῥιπτοῦμεν τὰ ἄχρηστα, καὶ τέλος τὸ 
σῶμα, ὅταν ἀποθάνῃ" ἄχρηστος γὰρ ὁ νεκρός. οἷς δὲ χρήσιμον, 
φυλάττουσιν, ὥσπερ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ. 

So Susemihl, who, with Bussemaker, accepts from Bonitz 
καὶ αὐτοὶ αὑτῶν ἀποβάλλουσιν in place of the traditional text 
καὶ αἱ τοιαῦται τῶν... ἀποβάλλουσιν. Sylburg’s ai τοιαῦται 
τῶν φύσεων is plainly inadequate. For the correction καὶ 
αὐτοὶ αὑτῶν, Bonitz depends upon Xenophon memorabilia 111 
§ 54 ἔλεγε δὲ ὅτι καὶ Cav ἕκαστος ἑαυτοῦ, Ὁ πάντων μάλιστα 
φιλεῖ, τοῦ σώματος ὅ τι ἂν ἀχρεῖον ἦ καὶ ἀνωφελὲς αὐτός τε 
ἀφαιρεῖ καὶ ἄλλῳ παρέχει" αὐτοί τε γὰρ αὑτῶν ὄνυχας τε καὶ 
τρίχας καὶ τύλους ἀφαιροῦσι κτὰ. (See the whole passage, 
§§ 52—55.) This conjecture does not however content me, 
inasmuch as the emphatic phrase αὐτοὶ avt@vy—which in mem- 
orabilia 1 ii § 54 is thoroughly appropriate, and in the passage 
before us would be appropriate, if it were attached to τὸν 
πτύελον καὶ τὰς τρίχας καὶ τοὺς ὄνυχας KkTA—has no signi- 
ficance in the sentence σημεῖον δ᾽ ὅτι κτλ. What we want is, 
I think, something which will introduce the quotation from the 
memorabilia, and mark its relation to the present argument: 
in other words, something which will remind us that, whereas 
the EKudemian passage is concerned with ἄχρηστα generally, 
Socrates in the memorabilia speaks of those ἄχρηστα only 
which are parts of ourselves or of our intimates. Now «av ἃ 
τοιαῦτ᾽ avt@y, ‘even those parts of themselves which are so, 
would exactly serve this purpose: and the palaeographical 
changes involved are trifling. For substitution of καί, not 
indeed for κἄν, but for «ay, see Schaefer p. 61: for substitution 
of at for a, see Bast p. 705: and for substitution of ac for αὖ, 
see Bast p. 736. The other letters remain unaltered. In short, 
making the changes indicated, and rectifying the punctuation, 
I would read—ra δὲ ἄχρηστα, κἂν ἃ τοιαῦτ᾽ αὐτῶν, ἀποβάλ- 
λουσιν, ὥσπερ Σωκράτης ὁ γέρων ἔλεγε τὸν πτύελον καὶ τὰς 
τρίχας καὶ τοὺς ὄνυχας παραβάλλων, 


i§ 14: 11: § 4; 8; 9, 10 3 


ii ὃ 4. 1235° 29 ὅτι μέντοι φίλον καὶ τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ ἡδύ, 
δῆλον. 

As I shall have frequent occasion to remark—see éspecially 
my note on 11 §§ 39—41—the letters di with Ἃ superposed 
represent a number of words beginning with φιλ, Now the: 
word φίλον is, as the author of the treatise knows, ambiguous. 
Accordingly, at 1235” 19, where he states the ἀπορία which is 
decided at 29, he asks, not πότερον τὸ ἡδὺ ἢ τὸ ἀγαθόν ἐστι τὸ 
φίλον, but πότερον τὸ ἡδὺ ἢ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἐστι τὸ φιλούμενον, and 
in the same way at 22 φιλούμενον, and not φίλον, is the word 
used, I cannot think that in giving his decision the author 
would be less careful than he has been in proposing his question 
and discussing it: so that I should have expected him to write, 
not φίλον, but either φιλούμενον as at lines 19 and 22, or 
. φιλοῦμεν as at line 19, Of these, I prefer the latter, thinking 
that with φιλούμενον the article would hardly have been 
omitted. 


ii § 8, 1236* 14, 15 φίλος δὴ γίνεται ὅταν φιλούμενος 
ἀντιφιλῇ, καὶ τοῦτο μὴ λανθάνῃ Tas αὐτούς, 

This remark about φίλος is, not so much an inference from 
what has been said about φιλεῖν, as rather a supplementary 
statement. Hence for δή, read δέ, 


ii §§ 9—15, 1236" 16—1236" 1. In dealing with this 
paragraph I shall find it convenient to divide it into three 
sections: δὴ 9,10; δὲ 11—13; §§ 14,15. For a distinct state- 
ment of its purport, see ἢ 23. 1236" 23. 

§ 9, 10. 1236" 16—22 ἀνάγκη ἄρα τρία φιλίας εἴδη εἶναι, 
καὶ μήτε καθ᾽ ev ἁπάσας μηδ᾽ ὡς εἴδη ἑνὸς γένους, μήτε πάμπαν 
λέγεσθαι ὁμωνύμως. πρὸς μίαν γάρ τινα λέγονται καὶ πρώτην, 
ὥσπερ τὸ ἰατρικόν. καὶ <yap> ψυχὴν ἰατρικὴν καὶ σῶμα λέ- 
γομεν καὶ ὄργανον καὶ ἔργον, ἀλλὰ κυρίως τὸ πρῶτον. πρῶτον δ᾽ 
οὗ λόγος ἐν ἡμῖν ὑπάρχει. οἷον ὄργανον ἰατρικόν, ᾧ ἂν ὁ ἰατρὸς 
χρήσαιτο" ἐν δὲ τῷ τοῦ ἰατροῦ λόγῳ οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ τοῦ ὀργάνου. 

Presumably Bonitz, when he inserts γάρ before ψυχὴν 
ἰατρικήν, and the three recent editors when they accept this 
conjecture, take τὸ ἰατρικόν to be a general indication of the 

1—2 
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example chosen, introductory to the enumeration of particular 
instances. Certainly it is not τὸ πρῶτον, ‘the primary’; for, 
as lines 20—23 clearly show, the primary is fatpos, or, more 
exactly, ἰατρικός used in the sense of ἰατρός. Iam not however 
satisfied that the introduction of yap is necessary. Removing 
the full stop which at present separates καὶ ψυχὴν ἰατρικὴν καὶ 
σῶμα λέγομεν «Tr from the antecedent context, I would take 
τὸ tatpixov, ‘the medical profession, as another particular 
instance of derivation from the primary. For this use of 
ἰατρικόν, θητικόν, ἐμπορικόν, καπηλικόν, KTA, see Bos ellipses 
Graecae s.v. πλῆθος, p. 268, ed. 1763. With the sentence as a 
whole, compare metaphysics T' 11. 1003" 1 καὶ τὸ ἰατρικὸν πρὸς 
ἰατρικήν" τὸ μὲν yap τᾷ ἔχειν τὴν ἰατρικὴν λέγεται ἰατρικόν, 
τὸ δὲ τῷ εὐφυὲς εἶναι πρὸς αὐτήν, τὸ δὲ τῷ ἔργον εἷναι τῆς 
ἰατρικῆς : where, although ἑατρική and not /arpixds is taken as 
primary, τὸ ἰατρικὴν ἔχον seems to correspond to the Endemian 
τὸ ἰατρικόν and τὸ εὐφυὲς ὃν πρὸς αὐτήν to the Eudemian 
ψυχὴν ἰατρικήν. Further, to the words πρῶτον δ᾽ οὗ λόγος ἐν 
ἡμῖν ὑπάρχει Bonitz objects “at non in eo cernitur τοῦ 
πρῶτον vis ac natura, quod in nobis insit eius notio, sed quod 
inest in reliquis omnibus, quae ad primum referuntur, ut est 
in Met. T, 2. p. 1004" 25. ἐπεὶ δὲ πάντα πρὸς τὸ πρῶτον ἀναφέ- 
ρεται κτλ ἡ: and accordingly for ἐν ἡμῖν he would substitute éy 
πᾶσιν. I think that this correction is necessary. 

i §§ 11—13. 1330" 22—32 ξητεῖται μὲν οὖν πανταχοῦ τὸ 
πρῶτον: διὰ δὲ τὸ καθόλου εἶναι [τὸ] πρῶτον λαμβάνουσιν 
καὶ πρῶτον καθόλου, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ ψεῦδος. ὥστε καὶ περὶ 
τῆς φιλίας οὐ δύνανται πάντ᾽ ἀποδιδόναι τὰ φαινόμενα. οὐ 
γὰρ ἐφαρμόττοντος ἑνὸς λόγου οὐκ οἴονται «τὰς» ἄλλας φιλίας 
εἶναι" al δ᾽ εἰσὶ μέν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὁμοίως εἰσίν" οἱ δ᾽ ὅταν ἡ πρώτη 
μὴ ἐφαρμόττῃ, ὡς οὖσαν καθόλου ἄν, εἴπερ ἦν πρώτη, οὐδ᾽ 
εἶναι φιλίας τὰς ἄλλας φασίν' ἔστι δὲ πολλὰ εἴδη φιλίας. 
τῶν γὰρ ῥηθέντων ἦν ἤδη, ἐπειδὴ διώρισται τριχῶς λέγεσθαι 
τὴν φιλίαν. ἣ μὲν γὰρ διώρισται δι ἀρετήν, ἣ δὲ διὰ τὸ χρή- 
σιμον, ἣ δὲ διὰ τὸ ἡδύ. 

Neither Fritzsche’s interpretation of the first words of § 11— 
“quia autem primum universale est, primum quoque sumunt 
universaliter,’ nor Susemihl’s διὰ δὲ τὸ, «τὸ» καθόλου κτᾺ, 


ii §§ 9, 10; 11—13; 14, 15 5 


altogether satisfies me. I suspect that in consequence of the 
use of a to represent indifferently the cardinal and the ordinal, 
πρῶτον before λαμβάνουσιν has taken the place of ἕν. Writing 
then διὰ δὲ τὸ καθόλου εἶναι τὸ ἕν λαμβάνουσιν καὶ πρῶτον 
καθόλου, I would paraphrase as follows: ‘what is looked for in 
the derivatives is then the πρῶτον: but since the ἕν, the 
definition of a species, applies universally to all its particulars, 
it is sometimes imagined that the πρῶτον is applicable to its 
derivatives in like manner. In the present instance an in- 
complete scheme of friendship is the natural result, There is 
no one definition applicable to the three so-called friendships, 
and it is thence inferred that the so-called friendships of utility 
and pleasure are not entitled to the name. The truth is how- 
ever that, though not friendships in the same sense as the 
friendship of virtue, which is primary, they are, for all that, 
friendships. It is the erroneous assumption that the πρῶτον 
applies universally to all its derivatives as the ἔν does to 
all its particulars, which has led these critics, when they 
found that the definition of the primary friendship did 
not apply to the friendships of utility and pleasure, to deny 
the name to the two latter. It will be seen that, whereas ov 
yap ἐφαρμόττοντος ἑνὸς λόγου οὐκ οἴονται «τὰς; ἄλλας φιλίας 
εἶναι is a crude statement of the doctrine impugned, a? δ᾽ εἰσὶ 
μέν, ἀλλ᾽ avy ὁμοίως εἰσίν" of δ᾽ ὅταν ἡ πρώτη μὴ ἐφαρμόττῃ, ws 
οὖσαν καθόλου ἄν, εἴπερ ἦν πρώτη, οὐδ᾽ εἶναι φιλίας τὰς ἄλλας 
φασίν, contains, not a mere restatement of it, but an amplifica- 
tion, at once explanatory and critical. It will be seen also that 
this amplification points directly to the conclusion formulated 
at ii §§ 22, 23. 1236” 21 ff. 

ii § 14, 15. 1236* 33—1236" τούτων ἡ μὲν διὰ τὸ χρή- 
σιμόν ἐστιν ἡ [διὰ] τῶν πλείστων φιλία (διὰ γὰρ τὸ χρήσιμοι 
εἶναι φιλοῦσιν ἀλλήλους, καὶ μέχρι τούτου, ὥσπερ ἡ παροιμία 

Γλαῦκ᾽, ἐπίκουρος ἀνὴρ τὸν σοφὸν φίλον ἔσκε μάχηται, 
καὶ 

οὐκέτι γιγνώσκουσιν ᾿Αθηναῖοι Meyapias), 

ἡ δὲ δι’ ἡδονὴν τῶν νέων (τούτου γὰρ αἴσθησιν ἔχουσιν" διὸ 
εὐμετάβολος φιλία ἡ τῶν νέων' μεταβαλλοντων γὰρ τὰ ἤθη 
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κατὰ Tas ἡλικίας μεταβάλλει Kal τὸ ἡδύ), ἡ δὲ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν 
τῶν βελτίστων. 

So Susemihl. The preposition διά which in the MSS 
precedes τῶν πλείστων is not represented in the Latin version, 
and is rejected by Sylburg, Bekker, Bussemaker, Fritzsche, and 
Susemih]l. It must be admitted that it is better away. But 
again the article ἡ, which precedes διά, is a superfluity or worse 
than a superfluity. And if ἡ is expunged, the ν of ἐστίν should 
go also. Now the letters in question, vndva, duly divided, 
give the phrase νὴ Δία: and I venture to suggest that, so 
written, they should be retained in the text. It seems to me 
that νὴ Δία, thus interposed, has the effect of our ‘of course,’ 
That the familiar phrase might occur in writings of this sort, 
appears from its occurrence in politics Τ' vi § 1. 1381" 16 
and § 5. 1281" 18 (cited in the Berlin Index). 

On the corrupt hexameter Γλαῦκ᾽, ἐπίκουρος ἀνὴρ τὸν 
σοφὸν φίλον ἔσκε μάχηται, Susemih] comments as follows: 
“36. ἐπίκουρος ἀνὴρ] ᾿Επικυδείδη ci. Bu. || τὸν σοφὸν φίλον 
corrupta, τὸν σὸν φίλον Sylburgius Bk. Bu. in textu, τόσατον 
φίλος ci. Sylburgius, τύσσον φίλος Fr., yp. τὸ σοφὸν φίλον 
Victorius, idemque et μασῆται vel potius μασᾶται οἱ. Bu. ||” 
I cannot get a satisfactory meaning from any of these restora- 
tions: nor do I think that ἔσκε can stand in the sense of 
“so long as,” which the editors appear tacitly to give to it. 
I conjecture that the line should run Γλαῦκ᾽, ἐπίκουρος ἀνήρ, 
ὁ σοφὸς φιλεῖ Os κε μάχηται: ‘Glaucus, my trusty ally! the 
wise man loves whoso fights.’ 1 suppose that, whereas φι with 
Δ, superposed represents, inter alia, φίλον and φίλει (see below 
on §§ 39—41), ascribe, finding this compendium, has chosen the 
wrong word; and that the case of ὁ codds has been assimilated 
to that of φίλον thus introduced. 


ii 88 18—22, 1236’ 10—23 καὶ of φαῦλοι ἂν εἶεν φίλοι 
ἀλλήλοις καὶ διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον καὶ διὰ τὸ ἡδύ, of δ᾽ ὅτι ἡ πρώτη 
οὐχ ὑπάρχει αὐτοῖς οὔ φασι φίλους εἶναι: ἀδικήσει yap ὅ γε 
φαῦλος τὸν φαῦλον, οἱ δ᾽ ἀδικούμενοι οὐ φιλοῦσι σφᾶς αὐτούς. 
οἱ δὲ φιλοῦσι μέν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὴν πρώτην φιλίαν, ἐπεὶ τάς γε 
ἑτέρας οὐθὲν κωλύει. δι᾽ ἡδονὴν γὰρ ὑπομένουσιν ἀλλήλους 


ii 88. 14, 15; 18—22 7 


βλαπτόμενοι, ὡς ἂν ὦσιν ἀκρατεῖς. οὐ δοκοῦσι δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ οἱ δι 
ἡδονὴν φιλοῦντες ἀλλήλους φίλοι εἶναι, ὅταν κατ᾽ ἀκρίβειαν 
ζητῶσιν, ὅτι οὐχ ἡ πρώτη. ἐκείνη μὲν γὰρ βέβαιος, αὕτη δὲ 
ἀβέβαιος. ἢἣ δ' ἐστὶ μέν, ὥσπερ εἴρηται, φιλία, οὐκ ἐκείνη δέ, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἀπ᾽ ἐκείνης, τὸ μὲν οὖν ἐκείνως μόνον λέγειν τὸν φίλον 
βιάξεσθαι τὰ φαινόμενα ἐστί, καὶ παράδοξα λέγειν ἀναγκαῖον" 
καθ᾽ ἕνα δὲ λόγον πάσας ἀδύνατον. 

So Susemihl. The purport of these sentences is plain: 
‘bad men also may be friends to one another on account of 
utility and on account of pleasure. But, because they are 
incapable of the primary friendship, men say that such persons 
are not friends: for the bad man will wrong the bad man, and 
those who wrong one another are not fond of one another. 
The truth is that they are fond of one another, but their 
fondness is not the primary friendship. There is however 
nothing to prevent the other friendships: for, for the sake 
of pleasure, bad men overlook their mutual injuries, Precisians 
say that these are not friends, because their friendship is not 
the primary friendship: but it is unpractical thus to limit 
the use of the word.’ There are here two or three details 
which call for remark. First, the sentence which I have 
paraphrased ‘the truth is that they are fond of one another, 
but their fondness is not the primary friendship,’ stands in 
Susemihl’s text, of δὲ φιλοῦσι μέν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὴν πρώτην φιλίαν: 
and this reading is supported by the Latin version and adopted 
in the Aldine edition. But I can see no reason for deserting 
the tradition of the MSS, which give, not οἱ δὲ φιλοῦσι, but 
οὐδ᾽ ov φιλοῦσι μέν, ‘it is not however true that they are not 
fond of one another.’ Indeed the added emphasis of the 
negative negatived seems to me a gain. Secondly, in the 
sentence δι᾽ ἡδονὴν yap ὑπομένουσιν ἀλλήλους βλαπτόμενοι, 
ὡς ἂν ὦσιν ἀκρατεῖς, which I have loosely paraphrased ‘for, 
for the sake of pleasure, bad men overlook their mutual in- 
juries, ὑπομένουσιν is Bonitz’s correction of the MS reading 
ὑπονοοῦσιν. Bonitz does not give a translation: but if he 
means ‘for by reason of pleasure they put up with injury from 
one another, I should have expected not ἀλλήλους βλαπτό- 
μενοι, but ὑπ᾽ ἀλλήλων βλαπτόμενοι or ἀλλήλους βλάπτοντας, 
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For myself, I think that ὑπονοοῦσιν represents either οὔπω 
νοοῦσιν or οὔπω ὑπονοοῦσιν. (For νοεῖν in this connection, 
compare Plato Phaedrus 246 C οὔτε ἰδόντες οὔτε ἱκανῶς νοή- 
σαντες θεόν.) Correcting accordingly, putting the comma 
before βλαπτόμενοι instead of after it, and for ὡς ἄν writing 
ἕως av, 1 would translate: ‘for by reason of pleasure they do not 
at present apprehend [or suspect] one another, being hindered 
therein as long as they are incontinent.’ It will be seen that 
οὕπω leads the way to the subsequent recognition of the 
inadequacy of the bad man’s friendship. Thirdly, I suspect 
that, between λέγειν and βιάξεσθαι, τὴν φιλίαν should be 
substituted for τὸν φίλον: see below on §§ 39—41. Both 
in the antecedent and in the subsequent context it is the 
friendship, and not the friend, which is in question. Indeed 
πάσας in καθ᾽ ἕνα δὲ λόγον πάσας ἀδύνατον seems to me 
decisive. 


ii δὲ 24—41. 1236” 271237” 23, 

The argument of these sections, though confused, is con- 
tinuous. But as the difficulties are difficulties of detail, it will 
be convenient to break up the passage into short paragraphs, so 
that text and commentary may stand in juxtaposition. 

S§ 24—26, 1236 27—36 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἁπλῶς 
ἡδὺ τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ἅμα, av μή τι ἐμποδίξῃ, ὁ δ᾽ ἀληθινὸς φίλος καὶ 
ἁπλῶς ὁ πρῶτος ἐστίν, ἔστι δὲ τοιοῦτος ὁ δι᾿ αὑτὸν αὐτὸς 
αἱρετὸς (ἀνώγκη δ᾽ εἶναι τοιοῦτον" ὡς γὰρ βούλεταΐ τις δι’ αὑτὸν 
εἶναι τὠγαθά, ἀνάγκη καὶ αὐτὸν αἱρεῖσθαι εἶναι), ὁ δ' ἀληθινὸς 
φίλος καὶ ἡδύς ἐστιν ἁπλῶς" διὸ δοκεῖ καὶ ὁ ὁπωσοῦν φίλος 
ἡδύς.---ἔτι δὲ διοριστέον περὶ τούτου μᾶλλον" ἔχει [ἐπίστασιν, 
πότερον] γὰρ * τὸ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν ἢ τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὸν φίλον, καὶ 
πότερον τὸ κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν φιλεῖν μεθ᾽ ἡδονῆς, ὥστε καὶ τὸ φιλη- 
τὸν ἡδύ, ἢ οὔ. 

There are here three distinct difficulties which must be 
separately handled. First, whereas ἔστι δὲ τοιοῦτος ὁ δι᾿ αὑτὸν 
αὐτὸς αἱρετός should mean ‘he who is of himself choiceworthy 
is the primary friend, the argument seems to require ‘the 
primary friend is of himself choiceworthy’: and accordingly, 
adding the definite article before τοιοῦτος and expunging it 


" 
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before δι᾿ αὑτὸν αὐτὸς aiperos, I would read ἔστι δ᾽ ὁ τοιοῦτος δι᾿ 
αὑτὸν αὐτὸς αἱρετός. Secondly, in the parenthetical sentence 
which follows, Spengel conjectures, for ὡς and αὐτὸν αἱρεῖσθαι, 
ᾧ and δι᾿ αὑτὸν αἱρετόν. Accepting the former of these sugges- 
tions, but not the latter, and changing the breathing of αὑτόν, 
I would write ᾧ yap βούλεταί τις δι᾿ αὐτὸν εἶναι τὠγαθά, ἀνώγκη 
καὶ αὐτὸν αἱρεῖσθαι εἶναι. Then, taking τοιοῦτον to mean 
αὐτὸν δι’ αὑτὸν αἱρετόν, | would paraphrase the parenthetical 
sentence as follows: ‘and the primary friend must be so; for if 
A wishes good things to fall to B for B’s sake, [as a friend 
would,] A must necessarily choose the existence of B, [and, 
that A may do so, B must be δι᾽ αὑτὸν αὐτὸς aipetos].’ It is 
not indeed until vi ἃ 3. 1940" 24 that the ἔνδοξον here relied 
upon, δοκεῖ φίλος εἶναι ὁ βουλόμενός τινι τἀγαθὰ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα, 
is formulated: but it is one so obvious that the author may be 
pardoned for assuming it. Thirdly, it remains to find the 
apodosis to the protasis begun at 1236" 27, and to reduce to 
order the apparently redundant sentence ἔτι δὲ διοριστέον περὶ 
τούτου μᾶλλον ἔχει ἐπίστασιν. Omitting δ᾽, Spengel makes an 
apodosis of ὁ ἀληθινὸς φίλος καὶ ἡδύς ἐστιν ἁπλῶς, while others 
find one in διὸ δοκεῖ καὶ ὁ ὁπωσοῦν φίλος ἡδύς, and relieve the 
sentence ἔτι δὲ διοριστέον «Tr by placing ἐπίστασιν πότερον 
after γάρ instead of before it. In my judgment, (1) διὸ δοκεῖ 
καὶ ὁ ὁπωσοῦν φίλος ἡδύς is no more than a parenthetical 
sentence, (2) ἔτει δὲ διοριστέον is supplementary to it, and 
therefore also parenthetical, (3) the main sentence has for its 
apodosis the words περὶ τούτου μᾶλλον ἔχει ἐπίστασιν. In 
short, I would write (διὸ δοκεῖ καὶ ὁ ὁπωσοῦν φίλος ἡδύς, ἔτι δὲ 
διοριστέον,) περὶ τούτου μᾶλλον ἔχει ἐπίστασιν" πότερον γὰρ τὸ 
αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν κτὰ. Thus the protasis states four propositions: 
(1) as affirmed at ὃ 4, ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and ἁπλῶς ἡδύ are iden- 
tical ; (2) as implied at §§ 9—16, ὁ ἀληθινὸς φίλος and ὁ πρῶ- 
tos φίλος, that is to say, ὁ κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, are identical; (3) as 
implied at § 8, ὁ πρῶτος φίλος is δι᾿ αὑτὸν αὐτὸς αἱρετός ; 
(4) ὁ ἀληθινὸς φίλος is ἡδὺς ἁπλῶς. Then by means of the 
apodosis περὶ τούτου μᾶλλον ἔχει ἐπίστασιν, two further 
questions, arising from these propositions, are formulated : 
(1) is it τὸ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν or τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν which is φίλον ? 
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(2) is τὸ κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν φιλεῖν inseparable from pleasure, so that 
the φιλητόν is ἡδύ, or is it not so? 

δὰ 26—28. 1236 36--1237* 9 ἄμφω yap eis ταὐτὸ συνακ- 
Téov' τά Te yap μὴ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὰ ἀλλὰ κακὰ ἁπλῶς τύχῃ 
φευκτά" καὶ τὸ μὴ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν οὐθὲν πρὸς αὐτόν, ἀλλὰ τοῦτ᾽ 
ἐστιν ὃ ζητεῖται, τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὰ οὕτως εἶναι ἀγαθά, ἔστι γὰρ 
αἱρετὸν μὲν τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν, αὐτῷ δὲ τὸ αὑτῷ ἀγαθόν" ἃ δεῖ 
συμφωνῆσαι. καὶ τοῦτο ἡ ἀρετὴ ποιεῖ" καὶ ἡ πολιτικὴ ἐπὶ 
τούτῳ, ὅπως οἷς μήπω ἐστὶ γένηται". εὐθέτως δὲ καὶ πρὸ ὁδοῦ 
ἄνθρωπος ὧν (φύσει γὰρ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὰ τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθά), ὁμοίως 
δὲ καὶ ἀνὴρ ἀντὶ γυναικὸς καὶ εὐφυὴς ἀφνοῦς, διὰ τοῦ ἡδέος δὲ ἡ 
ὁδὸς" ἀνώγκη εἶναι τὰ καλὰ ἡδέα. ὅταν δὲ τοῦτο διαφωνῇ, 
οὔπω σπουδαῖον τελέως" ἐνδέχεται γὰρ ἐγγενέσθαι ἀκρασίαν" τῷ 
γὰρ διαφωνεῖν τἀγαθὸν τῷ ἡδεῖ ἐν τοῖς πάθεσιν ἀκρασία ἐστίν. 

On τά τε γὰρ μὴ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὰ ἀλλὰ κακὰ ἁπλῶς τύχῃ, 
Susemihl comments: “37, ** Bu., «ἀν» τύχῃ mg. re, ΒΡ Fr, 
graviorem corruptelam recte suspicatur Spengelius.” It is 
obvious to introduce ἄν somewhere or other: but if ἂν τύχη is to 
stand, ἁπλῶς after κακά must certainly go. Read therefore 
ἀλλὰ κακὰ ἄν πως τύχῃ, φευκτά. In the next sentence—todr’ 
ἐστιν ὃ ζητεῖται, τὰ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὰ οὕτως εἷναι ὠγαθά---οὕτως 
seems to be sound: for, although Bekker’s αὐτῷ gives the right 
sense, οὕτως, ‘in a particular instance,’ is, I think, quite satis- 
factory. At 1237*3 we are again in difficulties. Susemihl’s 
commentary on 1237* 3—6 is as follows: “3, γένηται. * * ev@é- 
τως δὲ Spengelius, qui probe intellexit periisse initium protaseos, 
cuius apodosis sunt 6. dvayxn—7. ἡδέα, itaque γένηται. «ἐπεὶ 
δὲ * * > εὐθέτως δὲ ci. Susem., γένηται, «ὧν n> εὐθέτως τε 
secundum vestigia interpretis (“modo iam ete.”) falsissime 
Fr. || 4. ὧν φύσει «σπουδαῖος; ci. Bu. (non melius) || ὅ, ἀντὶ] ἄν 
τι * * Fr, ἂν ἐπιθυμῇ ci. idem (pessime) || 6. εὐφνὴς ἀφυοῦς Bu. 
Fr., ἀφυὴς εὐφυοῦς Π In. Ald. Bk., εὐφυὴς «ἀντ» ἀφυοῦς 
admodum dubitanter ci. Susem. ||” I cannot think that Spen- 
gel’s scheme is at all hopeful. Inserting the article ὁ before 
ἄνθρωπος ay, but for the moment ignoring the words καὶ 
εὐφυὴς advods, and ἀνάγκη εἶναι τὰ καλὰ ἡδέα, | would para- 
phrase as follows: ‘these, τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and τὸ αὐτῷ 
ἀγαθόν, should be in harmony. Their harmony is brought 


ii S§ 94. 98. 96. 958. 29—31 II 


about by virtue, and statecraft exists to produce virtue in those 
who at present do not possess it. One who is a human being 
and not a brute, a man and not a woman, is ready for this, and 
on the road to it, and the road lies through pleasure. But 
first, what is to be made of καὶ ἀφνὴς eddvods? for such, and not 
καὶ εὐφυὴς ἀφυοῦς, is the reading of the MSS. I find it difficult 
to believe, either that εὐφυὴς avoids will stand for εὐφυὴς ἀντὶ 
ἀφυοῦς, or that ἀντί has been dropped. It seems to me that 
ἀφυὴς εὐφυοῦς represents εὐφυὴς εὐφυοῦς, ‘ the clever son of a 
clever father. For the genitive without a preposition, compare 
Sophocles Antigone 38 εἴτ᾽ εὐγενὴς πέφυκας εἴτ᾽ ἐσθλῶν κακή, 
Plato Minos 819 Β ἄνθρωπος ὧν ἀνθρώπου, Demosthenes de 
corona § 126 τίς ὧν καὶ τίνων. Secondly, how are we to con- 
nect ἀνάγκη εἶναι τὰ καλὰ ἡδέα with the context? At one 
time I had thought of placing these words after γένηται, where 
they would give a good sense. But I now think that with ἄν 
prefixed to ὠνάγκη and, perhaps, 7 affixed to it, they should 
retain their present position, The ἀνάγκῃ in question is the 
wholesome compulsion which πολιτική imposes in behalf of 
ἀρετή. In the next sentence τοῦτο, meaning τὸ ἡδύ, seems to 
me sound. The purport of the paragraph is then that φίλον, 
inasmuch as it is αἱρετόν, must needs be both ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν 
and αὐτῷ ἀγαθόν : it is ἀρετή by which ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and αὐτῷ 
ὠγαθόν are harmonized: and ἡδύ is the instrument with which 
πολιτική produces ἀρετή in duly qualified human beings. 

ii § 29—31, 1337" 10—18 ὥστ᾽ ἐπειδὴ ἡ πρώτη φιλία Kar’ 
ἀρετήν, ἔσονται καὶ αὐτοὶ ἁπλῶς ὠγαθοί. τοῦτο δ᾽ οὐχ ὅτι 
χρήσιμοι, ἀλλ᾽ ἄλλον τρόπον' διχῶς γὰρ ἔχει τὸ τῳδὶ ὠγαθὸν 
καὶ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν. καὶ ὁμοίως ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ ὠφελίμου, καὶ 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἕξεων. ἄλλο γὰρ τὸ ἁπλῶς ὠφέλιμον καὶ τὸ καλὸν 
τοιοῦτον γυμνάζεσθαι πρὸς τὸ φαρμακεύεσθαι. ὥστε καὶ ἡ ἕξις 
ἡ ἀνθρώπου ἀρετή. ἔστω γὰρ ὁ ἄνθρωπος τῶν φύσει σπου- 
δαίων: ἡ γὰρ τοῦ φύσει σπουδαίου ἀρετὴ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν, ἡ 
δὲ τοῦ μὴ ἐκείνῳ. 

In ἄλλο γὰρ τὸ ἁπλῶς ὠφέλιμον καὶ τὸ καλὸν τοιοῦτον 
yupvater Oar mpos τὸ φαρμακεύεσθαι we have a false antithesis, 
whilst τοιοῦτον also is manifestly unsound. The author's pur- 
pose is to distinguish, not between ἀρετή and ὠφέλιμον, but 
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between ἡ τοῦ φύσει σπουδαίου ἀρετή which is ἁπλῶς ὠγαθόν, 
and ἡ τοῦ μὴ φύσει σπουδαίου which is ἀγαθὸν ἐκείνῳ. This 
distinction he illustrates by means of the familiar distinction 
between ὠφέλιμον ἁπλῶς and ὠφέλιμον αὐτῷ, exemplified 
respectively by γυμνάζεσθαι and φαρμακεύεσθαι. Bonitz ob- 
tains a satisfactory sense by substituting αὐτῷ, οἷον τὸ for 
καλὸν τοιοῦτον : but, palaeographically, this correction leaves 
something to be desired. Now toxaX might represent 
τοισδι: for that «=ic and a=6 is notorious, and that 
Δ and « may be interchanged is shown by Bast p. 722. 
Whence, tentatively, I suggest ἄλλο γὰρ τὸ ἁπλῶς ὠφέλι- 
μον καὶ τοισδί, ὃν τρόπον τὸ γυμνάξεσθαι πρὸς τὸ φαρ- 
μακεύεσθαι. ; 

i ἃ 32—34. 1237" 18—30 ὁμοίως δὴ ἔχει καὶ τὸ ἡδύ. 
ἐνταῦθα γὰρ ἐπιστατέον, καὶ σκεπτέον πύτερόν ἐστιν ἄνευ 
ἡδονῆς φιλία, καὶ τί διαφέρει, καὶ ἐν ποτέρῳ ποτ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ 
φιλεῖν, [καὶ] πότερον ὅτι ἀγαθός, κἂν εἰ μὴ ἡδύς, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ 
τοῦτο, διχῶς δὴ λεγομένου τοῦ φιλεῖν, πότερον ὅτι ἀγαθὸν τὸ 
κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν οὐκ ἄνευ ἡδονῆς φαίνεται. δῆλον δ᾽ ὅτι ὥσπερ 
ἐπὶ τῆς ἐπιστήμης ai πρόσφατοι θεωρίαι καὶ μαθήσεις αἰσθηταὶ 
μάλιστα τῷ ἡδεῖ, οὕτω καὶ αἱ τῶν συνήθων ἀναγνωρίσεις, καὶ ὁ 
λόγος ὁ αὐτὸς ἐπ᾽ ἀμφοῖν. φύσει γοῦν τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὸν ἡδὺ 
ἁπλῶς, καὶ οἷς ἀγαθόν, τούτοις ἡδύ. διὸ εὐθὺς τὰ ὅμοια 
ἀλλήλοις χαίρει, καὶ ἀνθρώπῳ ἥδιστον ἄνθρωπος. ὥστ᾽ 
ἐπεὶ καὶ ἀτελεῖ, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ τελειωθέντι' ὁ δὲ σπουδαῖος 
τέλειος. 

This paragraph—which should, I think, be introduced, not 
by opoiws δή, but by owoiws Sé—deals with the second of the 
two issues raised at § 26: and ἐν ποτέρῳ ποτ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ φιλεῖν 
-means πότερον ὅτι ἀγαθὸς ἢ ὅτι ἡδύς. But what is the 
significance of the obscure sentence which follows? It does 
not recognize two alternatives, and therefore, in its present 
form, cannot be regarded as an amplification of ἐν ποτέρῳ wer 
ἐστὶ τὸ φιλεῖν, while Spengel’s attempt to make it such by 
writing 7 οὔ, ἀλλὰ instead of ἀλλ᾽ οὐ is hardly successful. It 
might however have for its purpose the formulation of a third 
possibility: namely, that, while in the abstract ro φιλεῖν 
originates in the ὠρετή of the object and not in his ἡδύ, τὸ 
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κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν φιλεῖν, independently of ἡδύ in the object, 
necessarily brings ἡδονή with it. And I venture to think that, 
if before τὸ κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν we restore ἀγαθός from the MSS, 
the text will yield this meaning. ‘In which of the two, the 
writer asks, ‘in the ἀρετή of the object, or in his ἡδύ, does 
loving originate ? again, shall we say that loving originates in 
the ἀγαθὸς, even if he has no ἡδύ, but that, although in the 
object there may be no ἡδύ to produce love (ov διὰ τοῦτο), the 
act of loving—for there is an acknowledged ambiguity in the 
question ‘Does loving originate in virtue ’—is found to bring 
pleasure in its train?’ It will be seen that I regard οὐ διὰ 
τοῦτο as a parenthetical phrase which does not negative the 
principal sentence, and that I understand the writer to attribute 
ambiguity, not merely to the phrase τὸ φιλεῖν, but to the whole 
question ‘Does loving originate in virtue, τὸ φιλεῖν πότερον 
ὅτι ἀγαθός. 

ii §§ 34. 36. 1237" 50---40 εἰ δὲ τὸ κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν φιλεῖν 
μεθ᾽ ἡδονῆς ἐντιπροαίρεσις τῆς αλλήλων γνωρίσεως, δῆλον 
ὅτι καὶ ὕλως ἡ φιλία ἡ πρώτη ἀντιπροαίρεσις τῶν ἁπλῶς 
ὠγαθῶν καὶ ἡδέων, ὅτι ἀγαθὰ καὶ ἡδέα. ἔστι δ' αὕτη ἡ φιλία 
ἕξις ἀφ᾽ ἧς ἡ τοιαύτη προαίρεσις. τὸ γὰρ ἔργον αὐτῆς 
ἐνέργεια, αὕτη δ᾽ οὐκ ἔξω, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ τῷ φιλοῦντι, δυνά- 
pews δὲ πάσης ἔξω" ἡ γὰρ ἐν ἑτέρῳ ἢ «ὗ;» ἕτερον. διὸ τὸ 
φιλεῖν χαίρειν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὸ φιλεῖσθαι ἐστίν. τὸ μὲν γὰρ φιλεῖσθαι 
φιλητοῦ ἐνέργεια, τὸ δὲ καὶ φιλίας, καὶ τὸ μὲν ἐν ἐμψύχῳ, 
τὸ δὲ καὶ ἐν ἀψύχῳ φιλεῖται γὰρ καὶ τὰ ἄψυχα. 

In the first sentence of this extract φιλία is an ἀντιπροαί- 
ρεσις : in the second sentence φιλία is a ἕξις whence the 
mpoatpects aforesaid proceeds. In other words, the φιλία 
of the former of the two sentences is an ἐνέργεια κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, 
while the φιλία of the latter of the two is an ἀρετή. And in 
the sequel the ἕξις and its ἐνέργεια. are carefully distinguished. 
This being so, I cannot think that αὕτη ἡ φιλία is sound, 
What we want is, I conceive, something such as ἔστι δ᾽ ἀρετὴ 
ἡ φιλικὴ ἕξις, ἀφ᾽ ἧς ἡ τοιαύτη προαίρεσις. On the sentence 
which follows, τὸ γὰρ ἔργον αὐτῆς ἐνέργεια κτλ, Bonitz com- 
ments: “Actum, qui amicitiae tribuitur, opponi apparet 
potentiae ; actus inest in ipso amante, potentia vero, quae 
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est notissima et vulgatissima Aristotelicae philosophiae notio, 
in altero inest”: and on the strength of this remark he 
would write, instead of δυνάμεως δὲ πάσης ἔξω, either δυνάμεις 
δὲ πᾶσαι ἔξω or δύναμις δὲ πᾶσα ἔξω. Familiar as is the 
antithesis between δύναμις and ἐνέργεια, it seems to me that 
in this place δύναμις is opposed, not in the sense of potentia to 
ἐνέργεια, but in that of facultas to ἀρετή, that is ἠθικὴ ἀρετή. 
Unlike the function of a faculty or art which is a product 
realized externally to the professor or artist, but like the func- 
tion of a moral virtue, the function of this habit of friendship is 
an energy realized internally to the friend. It is therefore an 
ἀρετή and not a δύναμις. With δυνάμεως δὲ πάσης, it is 
obvious to supply τὸ ἔργον ἐστί from the antecedent context. 
And now I come to διὸ τὸ φιλεῖν χαίρειν κτὰ (36). The argu- 
ment of this passage should be: ‘therefore loving is enjoyment, 
being loved is not: for loving is an energy of the friend, being 
loved belongs to the unfriendly also; loving 1s in the animate, 
being loved is in the inanimate also, for inanimates also are 
loved. Now the clause τὸ μὲν [sc. φιλεῖν] ἐν ἐμψύχῳ, τὸ δὲ 
[sc. φιλεῖσθαι) καὶ ἐν ἀψύχῳ exactly expresses the required 
meaning. But τὸ μὲν yap φιλεῖσθαι φιλητοῦ ἐνέργεια, τὸ δὲ 
καὶ φιλίας is nonsense: since (1) it absurdly represents φιλεῖ- 
σθαι as an ἐνέργεια, (2) when it affirms that φιλεῖν belongs to 
φιλία also, it absurdly implies that φιλεῖν belongs to τὸ φιλητόν. 
I see nothing for it but to substitute φιλεῖν for φιλεῖσθαι, φίλου 
for φιλητοῦ, and adidov for φιλίας. I conceive that the 
corruptions are due to the use of φὲ with Δ superposed for the 
various parts of φίλος and its derivatives: for which use, see my 
note on δὰ 39—41. For ἄφιλος, in the sense of ‘ unfriendly,’ see 
Plato republic 580 A. 

& 37, 38, 1237" 40—1237> 7 ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸ φιλεῖν τὸ κατ᾽ 
ἐνέργειαν τὸ φιλούμενον [8] ἐστὶ χρῆσθαι ἡ φιλούμενον, ὁ δὲ 
φίλος φιλούμενον τῷ φίλῳ ἡ φίλος, ἀλλὰ μὴ ἡ μουσικὸς ἢ 7 
ἰατρικός" ἡδονὴ τοίνυν ἡ ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, 7% αὐτός, αὕτη φιλική. 
αὐτὸν γὰρ φιλεῖ, οὐχ ὅτι ἄλλος. dat’ ἂν μὴ χαίρῃ H ἀγαθὸς, 
οὐχ ἡ πρώτη φιλία. οὐδὲ δεῖ ἐμποδίζειν οὐθὲν τῶν συμβεβηκό- 
των μᾶλλον ἢ τὸ ἀγαθὸν εὐφραίνειν. τί γὰρ σφόδρα δυσώδης 
λείπεται ; ὠγαπᾶται γὰρ τῷ εὐνοεῖν, συξῇ δὲ μή. 
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In line 40, Fritzsche is clearly right in condemning the 
accusative τὸ φιλούμενον. But, in my judgment, what is wanted 
is, not so much τῷ φιλουμένῳ, as rather τῷ φίλῳ. In αὐτὸν yap 
φιλεῖ, οὐχ ὅτι ἄλλος, ἄλλος is a correction, though an ancient 
one. The tradition gives ἄλλω. For myself, though I dare 
not say that ἄλλος is impossible, I should have expected ἄλλο. 
On οὐδὲ δεῖ ἐμποδίξειν οὐθὲν κτλ, Susemihl comments: “5. δεῖ 
In. οὖ re. P®, δὴ Π Ald. Bk. in textiu || θ. εἰ yap σφύδρα δυσώδης, 
λείπεται" ἀγαπᾶται ci. Bk., rec, Bu, Fr. (fors. recte) || 7. τῷ Fr., 
τὸ cet. || συζῇ δὲ μὴ] οὐ συξῇ δέ 1 Spengelius.” I do not under- 
stand either the original text or the proposed corrections, Now 
the negative μή suggests that the verb to which it is attached, 
whatever that verb may be, should be in the infinitive. But 
ἀγαπᾶται yap τὸ εὐνοεῖν συζῆν δὲ μή, ‘good will without com- 
munity of life is liked,’ is a reason, not for deserting the σφόδρα 
δυσώδης, but for overlooking his misfortune. Whence, in place 
of λείπεται, 1 would write φιλεῖται: compare 1237* 39 φιλεῖται 
yap καὶ τὰ ἄψυχα. With this change, the author of the 
treatise asks ‘Why is it that A is fond of B, who is σφόδρα 
δυσώδης, and answers ‘ Because A desires B's good will pro- 
vided that he does not live with him.’ But with this proviso 
introduced, the illustration hardly answers to the proposition 
which it purports to illustrate: and accordingly I propose 
further for συζῆν to substitute εὖ ὄζειν, Finally, it is obvious 
for εὐφραίνειν to write εὐφραίνει, and before εὐνοεῖν to restore 
the to which Fritzsche has altered to τῷ, I would write then 
—oldé δεῖ ἐμποδίζειν οὐθὲν τῶν συμβεβηκότων μᾶλλον ἢ τὸ 
ἀγαθὸν εὐφραίνει. τί γὰρ <o> σφόδρα δυσώδης φιλεῖται; 
ὠγαπᾶται yap τὸ εὐνοεῖν εὖ ὄζειν δὲ μή: ‘and no attendant 
circumstance should neutralize the good. For instance, why is 
it that people are fond of a σφόδρα δυσώδης 1 It is because 
they like his good will in spite of the attendant infirmity.’ 
That is to say, when the evil is set against the good, there is 
on the whole a balance of good which wins their liking. 

ii &§ 39—41. 1237 8—23 αὕτη μὲν οὖν ἡ πρώτη φιλία, ἣν 
πάντες ὁμολογοῦσιν" αἱ δ' ἄλλαι δι᾿ αὐτὴν καὶ δοκοῦσι καὶ 
ἀμφισβητοῦνται. βέβαιον γάρ τι δοκεῖ ἡ φιλία" μόνη δ᾽ αὕτη 
βέβαιος. τὸ γὰρ κεκριμένον βέβαιον, τὰ δὲ μὴ ταχὺ γινόμενα 
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μηδὲ ῥᾳδίως [ov] ποιεῖ τὴν κρίσιν ὀρθήν. οὐκ ἔστι δ᾽ ἄνευ 
πίστεως φιλία βέβαιος" ἡ δὲ πίστις οὐκ ἄνευ χρόνου. δεῖ γὰρ 
πεῖραν λαβεῖν, ὥσπερ λέγει καὶ Θέογνις" 
οὐ γὰρ ἂν εἰδείης ἀνδρὸς νόον οὐδὲ γυναικός, 
πρὶν πειραθείης ὥσπερ ὑποζυγίου. 

ovo ἄνευ “χρόνου φίλος, ἀλλὰ βούλονται φίλοι, καὶ adden 
λανθάνει ἡ τοιαύτη ἕξις ws φιλία. ὅταν yap προθύμως ἔχωσι 
φίλοι εἶναι, διὰ τὸ πάνθ᾽ ὑπηρετεῖν τὰ φιλικὰ ἀλλήλοις, οἴονται 
οὐ βούλεσθαι φίλοι, ἀλλ᾽ εἶναι φίλοι. τὸ δ' ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων συμβαίνει καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς φιλίας" οὐ γὰρ εἰ βούλονται 
ὑγιαίνειν, ὑγιαίνουσιν, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ' εἰ φίλοι βούλονται, ἤδη καὶ 
φίλοι εἰσίν. 

Omitting οὐ after ῥᾳδίως, Bonitz, observationes p. 64, raises 
the question whether διαλυόμενα should be appended. Fritzsche 
and Susemihl are content to omit the negative. I think that 
it should be retained, γινόμενα being understood with it. The 
words τὰ μὴ ταχὺ γινόμενα μηδὲ ῥᾳδίως ov will then mean 

‘what comes into existence slowly but surely. And now I 
come to more serious difficulties. The sentence οὐδ᾽ ἄνευ 
χρόνου φίλος ἀλλὰ βούλονται φίλοι is doubly unsatisfactory ; 
inasmuch as (1) the change from singular to plural is awkward, 
and (2) the omission of εἶναι after βούλονται is unjustifiable. 
Now Bast writes (Schaefer's Gregorius Corinthius Ὁ. 848), 
“ φίλος, φίλιος, Φίλων, Φιλόξενος, multaeque aliae voces, quae 
a syllaba $A incipiunt, a festinantibus scribis indicantur sola 
syllaba dv, cui Lambda superscribunt. Itaque ut veram vocem 
eruas, consideranda est series orationis: et vel sic res passim 
caret successu.” In support of this statement, I may add that 
in the Cambridge MS of the Hudemians, though not in the 
passage before us, ¢« with Ἃ superposed stands indifferently 
for φιλία, φιλίας, φιλίαν, hiros, φίλου, φίλῳ, φίλον, φίλοι, φίλοις, 
φιλεῖν. Let us suppose that the existing MSS of the Hude- 
mians are derived from a MS which in this passage, where our 
texts give φίλος, φίλοι, had de with A superposed: and let us 
interpret the symbol in such a way that in each instance sense 
and grammar may be secured. We shall immediately and 
unhesitatingly write οὐδ᾽ ἄνευ χρόνου φιλοῦσιν ἀλλὰ βούλονται 
φιλεῖν : οἴονται οὐ βούλεσθαι φιλεῖν ἀλλ᾽ εἶναι φίλοι: οὐδ᾽ εἰ 
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φιλεῖν βούλονται ἤδη καὶ φίλοι εἰσίν. But οὐδ᾽ ἄνευ χρόνου 
᾿ φιλοῦσιν ἀλλὰ βούλονται φιλεῖν is a trochaic line, presumably 
_ ὃ proverb adapted for its present use by the substitution of 
οὐδ᾽ for οὐκ: and with this fact staring us in the face, it is 
obvious to suppose that at the beginning of § 40 φιλία has 
similarly taken the place of φίλος, and that the author has 
here incorporated in his text an iambic fragment, οὐκ ἄνευ 
πίστεως φίλος βέβαιος, ἡ δὲ πίστις οὐκ ἄνευ ypovov. That 
he would not scruple to add to a quotation such words as δέ, 
ἔστι δέ, appears from 1235” 20, where, when he cites οὐθεὶς 
ἐραστὴς ὕστις οὐκ ἀεὶ φιλεῖ, he inserts the γάρ which is 
necessary to bring the quotation into his argument. In a word, 
we have in this one passage no fewer than five instances in 
which the compendium noted by Bast has been misinterpreted 
by copyists. Compare §§ 14, 22, 36, 44, 50 of this chapter. 


ii § 44. 1237" 30—32 of δὲ φαῦλοι αἱροῦνται τὰ φύσει 
ἀγαθὰ ἀντὶ τοῦ φίλου, καὶ οὐθεὶς φιλεῖ μᾶλλον ἄνθρωπον ἢ 
πράγματα. ὥστ᾽ οὐ φίλοι. 

Compare ὃ 50. 1288" 16 οὗτοι yap μόνοι ἀντὶ τῶν φύσει 
ἀγαθῶν καὶ φύσει κακῶν, περὶ ἃ αἱ εὐτυχίαι καὶ αἱ δυστυχίαι, 
αἱροῦνται μᾶλλον ἄνθρωπον ἢ τούτων τὰ μὲν εἶναι τὰ δὲ μὴ 
εἶναι. In the passage before us οὐθεὶς φιλεῖ can hardly be 
sound, inasmuch as (1) οὐθείς, if it is to mean ‘no bad man,’ 
needs αὐτῶν or φαῦλος to support it, and (2) φιλεῖ is an 
unsatisfactory substitute for αἱρεῖται. What we want is, 
I think, ovy ἦ ὁ φίλος: ‘the vicious prefer natural goods to 
the friend, unlike the friend who, [as we shall hear at § 50,] 
prefers man to goods; hence the vicious are not friends.’ For 
confusion of φίλος and φιλεῖ, see above: confusion of ¢ and o 
is notorious; see Bast p. 734. 


ii § 47. 1238" 4—8 ἀγαθὸς μὲν yap ἁπλῶς ἐστι τῷ ἀγαθὸς 
εἶναι, didos δὲ τῷ ἄλλῳ ἀγαθός, ἁπλῶς «δ᾽;» ἀγαθὸς καὶ φίλος, 
ὅταν συμφωνήσῃ ταῦτ᾽ ἄμφω, ὥστε ὅ ἐστιν ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν, τὸ 
τούτου ἄλλῳ, εἰ καὶ μὴ ἁπλῶς μὲν σπουδαίῳ, ἄλλῳ δ᾽ ἀγαθός, 
ὅτι χρήσιμος. 

Susemihl’s commentary on this passage is as follows: “6. δ᾽ 
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add. In. Fr. Bu. in adnotatione || συμφωνίας Ald. || 7, 6—8. 
χρήσιμος corrupta || 6—8. σπουδαίῳ] ὅς ἐστιν ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὸς 
καὶ ἄλλῳ, [εἰ καὶ μὴ] ἁπλῶς μὲν «ὅτι; σπουδαῖος ci. Spengelius 
|| τὸ τούτου] τοῦτο mg. rc. P”, idemque ci. Fr., prb. Rieckher, 
σπουδαίῳ ci. Bu. || εἰ ῬΡ et, ut videtur, In., ἢ Tl? Bk. Bu. || μὴ 
post 8. μὲν tri. Rieckher || 8. σπουδαῖος ci. Fr., prb. Rieckher || 
ὅτι χρήσιμος] ἐστὶ χρήσιμον ci. Fr., prb. Rieckher.” 

Fritzsche's substitution of σπουδαῖος for σπουδαίῳ seems to 
me certainly right: but I can make nothing of his further pro- 
posal to read ἐστὶ χρήσιμον. Accepting σπουδαῖος, writing 
τοῦτο τῷ in place of τὸ τούτου, and writing 7 before καὶ μή, 
I would translate: ‘a man is (1) ἁπλῶς ὠγαθός, by being 
good; (2) φίλος, by being good to another; (3) ἁπλῶς ἀγαθὸς 
καὶ φίλος, when both qualifications are combined, so that what 
is good absolutely is good to the other; or else (4) μὴ ἁπλῶς 
μὲν σπουδαῖος ἄλλῳ δ᾽ ἀγαθός, because he is serviceable.’ 


ii &§ 49, 50. 1238" 11—16 ἐκ δὴ τούτων φανερὸν ὅτι ὀρθῶς 
λέγεται ὅτι ἡ φιλία τῶν βεβαίων, ὥσπερ ἡ εὐδαιμονία τῶν 
αὐτάρκων. καὶ ὀρθῶς εἴρηται 

“ yap φύσις βέβαιον, οὐ τὰ χρήματα," 
πολὺ δὲ κάλλιον εἰπεῖν ὅτι ἡ ἀρετὴ τῆς φύσεως, καὶ ὅτι χρόνος 
λέγεται δεικνύναι τὸν φιλούμενον, καὶ αἱ ἀτυχίαι μᾶλλον τῶν 
εὐτυχιῶν. τότε γὰρ δῆλον ὅτι κοινὰ «τὰ; τῶν φίλων κτλ. 

It seems to me that three or four trifling alterations are 
required in these sentences: (1) it is obvious to put a larger 
stop, indeed a full stop, after φύσεως, and a smaller stop, say a 
colon, after τὰ χρήματα; (2) ὅτι ypovos λέγεται KTA. cannot 
depend either upon φανερόν or upon ὀρθῶς λέγεται or upon 
ὐὑρθῶς εἴρηται or upon κάλλιον εἰπεῖν, whilst it is obvious that 
χρόνος is at once connected with, and distinguished from, ai 
ἀτυχίαι; in order to escape from the difficulty created by the 
ὕτι, and at the same time to mark the relation of ypovos to ai 
ἀτυχίαι, | would read καὶ 6 τε χρύνος λέγεται «TA; (3) what we 
want is not so much τὸν φιλούμενον, as rather τὸν φίλον, and, 
on the grounds stated above on δὲ 39—41, I have no scruple 
in making the alteration ; (4) where the MSS give τῶν φίλων, 
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and Susemihl τὰ τῶν φίλων, I should prefer the traditional 
phrase, τὰ φίλων, for which see Nic. eth. vitt ix § 1. 1159 31. 


ΓΙ §§ 51, 52. 1238" 25—29 ἔστι yap καὶ τὸ ἁπλῶς ἡδὺ τῷ 
τέλει ὁριστέον καὶ τῷ χρόνῳ. ὁμολογήσαιεν δ᾽ ἂν καὶ οἱ πολλοί, 
ὅτι ἐκ τῶν ἀποβαινόντων μόνον, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ πόματος 
καλοῦσι γλύκιον" τοῦτο γὰρ διὰ τὸ ἀποβαῖνον οὐχ ἡδύ, ἀλλὰ 
διὰ τὸ μὴ συνεχές, ἀλλὰ τὸ πρῶτον ἐξαπατᾷ. 

Here ὅτε before ἐκ τῶν ἀποβαινόντων is a suggestion of 
Fritzsche’s, the MSS having οὐκ, while ἐξαπατᾷ is a conjecture 
of Bussemaker's, the MSS having ἐξαπατᾶν. I think that in 
both places the reading of the MSS should be retained, but 
that ov should be inserted after τοῦτο yap. Nor do I see any 
need for the «ai, which on the authority of the Aldine the 
editors add before τὸ ἁπλῶς ἡδύ. Apparently the commen- 
tators recognize only (1) an earlier impression of sense and 
(2) a later. As I understand, the author distinguishes (1) an 
earlier impression of sense (the wine, agreeable), (2) a later (the 
wine, no longer agreeable), and (3) what he calls ‘the con- 
sequences’ (a headache next morning, «paivdAn); but in the 
present instance he declines to take ‘the consequences’ into 
account. Writing τοῦτο yap ov διὰ τὸ ἀποβαῖνον οὐχ ἡδύ, 
I would paraphrase: ‘in defining the absolutely pleasurable, 
we must look to the end and to the duration of the pleasure. 
This would be admitted even by the generality of people, 
judging, not merely in view of the consequences, but in the 
way in which they pronounce upon the merits of a glass of 
wine: for, when they say that it is not good, they are thinking, 
not of the consequences, but of the fact that, though at first 
they fancied they liked it, it does not continue to please.’ 


11 §§ 3—5, 1238” 23—31 αὐτῶν δὲ τούτων διαφοραὶ εἰσίν' 
ἄλλη πατρὸς πρὸς υἱὸν καὶ ἀνδρὸς πρὸς γυναῖκα, αὕτη μὲν 
ὡς ἄρχοντος καὶ ἀρχομένου, ἢ δὲ εὐεργέτονυ πρὸς εὐεργεέτη- 
θέντα. ἐν ταύταις δὲ ἢ οὐκ ἔνεστιν ἢ οὐχ ὑμοίως τὸ ἀντι- 
φιλεῖσθαι. γέλοϊῖον γάρ, εἴ τις ἐγκαλοίη τῷ θεῷ, ὅτι οὐχ 
ὁμοίως τὸ ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι ὡς φιλεῖται, ἢ τῷ ἄρχοντι καὶ ἄρχο- 
μένῳ. φιλεῖσθαι γάρ, οὐ φιλεῖν, τοῦ ἄρχοντος, ἡ φιλεῖν 

2—2 
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ἄλλον τρόπον. καὶ ἡδονὴ διαφέρει οὐδὲν ἢ Te TOD αὐτάρκους 
ἐπὶ τῷ αὑτοῦ κτήματι ἢ παιδί, καὶ τοῦ ἐνδεοῦς ἐπὶ τῷ γινομένῳ. 

Susemihl comments: “23. ἄλλην Ῥ᾿, ἄλλαι aut ἄλλαι «καὶ; 
Spengelius || 25. ἢ δὲ «ὡς» Spengelius, 7) P” || 27. τὸ ci. Bu., 
vo Π Ald. Bk. Bu. in textu, secl. In, Casaubonus et mg. re. P” || 
28. ἀντιφιλεῖ In. Casaubonus, fo. ἀντιφιλεῖται mg. re. P” || καὶ 
«ὁ» ἀρχόμενος Fr., ὁ ἀρχόμενος Bonitzius, aut hoe pro- 
bandum aut verba secludenda esse ci. Spengelius || 30. καὶ] 
verum In., kairo ci. Fr. || οὐδὲν secludendum esse ci. Spen- 
gelius || ἥ τε] εἴτε Ald., ἧττον Bonitzius.” 

I am not satisfied by any of the attempts which have been 
made to rectify the twofold imperfection of the sentence 
γελοῖον yap, «TA. First, if, as I think, τὸ ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι is 
certainly right, we require, to balance with it, not φιλεῖται, 
but either φιλεῖ or φιλεῖσθαι: and there can be no doubt 
that, of the two, φιλεῖσθαι is the more perspicuous. Secondly, 
taking for granted that in ἢ τῷ ἄρχοντι καὶ ἀρχομένῳ the ἄρχων 
is opposed to the ἀρχόμενος, the commentators emend or curtail 
the phrase accordingly. Probably they would justify their 
assumption by an appeal to the words αὕτη μὲν ὡς ἄρχοντος 
καὶ ἀρχομένους But surely the presence of the article makes a 
difference: surely by τῷ ἄρχοντι καὶ ἀρχομένῳ is meant the 
ἄρχον καὶ ἀρχόμενον or τὸ ἐν τῷ μέρει of 1242" 27, 28, the 
citizen of the πολιετεία strictly so called. Now the friendship 
of such persons is, as we are distinctly told lc, compare Wie. 
eth. © xi § 5, 1161" 28, one of equality: and accordingly, in 
the passage before us, the ἄρχων καὶ ἀρχόμενος must be re- 
ferred to by way, not of parallel, but of contrast. Whence 
substituting 7 for 7, I would read γελοῖον yap, εἴ τις ἐγκαλοίῃ 
τῷ θεῷ, ὅτι οὐχ ὁμοίως TO ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι ws φιλεῖσθαι, ἧ τῷ 
ἄρχοντι καὶ ἀρχομένῳ : ‘for it would be absurd if one were to 
make complaint of God, as one does of a fellow citizen in a 
polity, that the love returned is not like the love rendered,’ 
Two lines further, the recent authorities differ about the 
sentence καὶ ἡδονὴ διαφέρει οὐδὲν ἥ τε τοῦ αὐτάρκους ἐπὶ τῷ 
αὑτοῦ κτήματι ἢ παιδί, καὶ τοῦ ἐνδεοῦς ἐπὶ τῷ γινομένῳ. 
Fritzsche, who supposes the author to affirm the identity of 
the two pleasures in question, would write καίτοι in place of 
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καί before ἡδονή, but otherwise is content with the text. Con- 
ceiving that the two pleasures are distinguished, Bonitz in- 
geniously suggests that ἧττον should be substituted for 7 τε. 
Spengel would bracket οὐδέν. Taking the same general view 
as Bonitz and Spengel of the author’s meaning, I would read 
καὶ <> ἡδονὴ διαφέρει, οὐδ᾽ Ev 7 TE τοῦ αὐτάρκους κτλ. 


lil § 7. 1238” 37—39 ἀγνοεῖ γὰρ ὁ ἐρῶν ὅτι οὐχ ὁ αὐτὸς 
λόγος αὐτοῖς ἐπὶ τὴν προθυμίαν. διὸ εὑρηκέναι νεῖκος ὁ ἐρώ- 
μενος" τοιαῦτ᾽ ἂν οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοι. οἱ δὲ νομίξουσι τὸν αὐτὸν 
εἶναι Λόγον. , 

In this place the author of the Hudemians, echoing Nico- 
macheans © iv § 1. 1157* 6, points out that the relations of 
ἐρῶν and ἐρώμενος are unstable in consequence of the diversity 
of their respective sentiments. So much is clear. But I am 
not sure that Fritzsche’s substitution of αὐτοῖς for the τῆς of 
the MSS clears up the first of the sentences which I have 
extracted. Rather, I would keep τῆς, understanding with it 
ἡδονῆς, and in place of ἐπὶ τὴν προθυμίαν I would write ἐπὶ τῇ 
προθυμίᾳ: compare Demosthenes de corona § 138 = 273 τῆς 
ἐπὶ ταῖς λοιδορίαις ἡδονῆς. The resultant οὐχ ὁ αὐτὸς λόγος 
τῆς ἐπὶ τῇ προθυμίᾳ will mean “the pleasures consequent 
upon the attachment are not of the same denomination”: 
that is to say, in the simpler language of the Nicomacheans 
le. ov yap ἐπὶ τοῖς αὐτοῖς ἥδονται οὗτοι, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν ὁρῶν 
ἐκεῖνον, ὃ δὲ θεραπευόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐραστοῦ. But what are 
we to make of διὸ εὑρηκέναι νεῖκος ὁ ἐρώμενος" τοιαῦτ᾽ ἂν 
οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοιϊῖ Fritzsche supplies in thought οἴεται or 
λέγει, puts τοιαῦτ᾽ dv οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοι between inverted 
commas, and translates: “Itaque rixae vel querelae causam 
se [in amati verbis vel factis] invenire putat, et amasium vitu- 
perat talibus dictis: ‘haec non amantis verba sunt’—[hoc est, 
81 me amares, bonis verbis utereris].’ Bonitz,in his spicilegium 
eriticum of 1858, suggests εἴρηκεν ἐκεῖνος. Finally, Susemihl, 
describing εὑρηκέναι νεῖκος as “ fortasse corrupta,” states that 
Casaubon proposed εὕρηκε νεῖκος. Now, although I cannot 
feel sure that εὕρηκεν might not stand in the sense of ‘ has hit 
upon tle sentiment,’ I incline to think that Bonitz is right in 
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substituting for it the familiar εἴρηκεν. But εἴρηκεν ἐκεῖνος 
ὁ ἐρώμενος" “ τοιαῦτ᾽ ἂν οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοι" does not satisfy me. 
If this is right, the purport of the sentence is that some 
notable beloved has remarked, ‘a lover would not say such 
things.’ Yet the whole significance of the passage is that lover 
and beloved do not understand one another's position. How 
then should the beloved tell us what the lover will or will not 
say? Surely it is obvious to excise the article, to put the colon 
and the inverted commas before ἐρώμενος instead of after it, 
and thus to recover a complete senarius: “ ἐρώμενος τοιαῦτ᾽ ἄν, 
οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοι" And now it remains only to consider Bonita’s 
ἐκεῖνος. As at=e, the correction is palaeographically easy, 
and in other respects it is sufficiently plausible. Nevertheless, 
it is worth while to ask whether anything can be made out of 
the traditional text asveios. Now Suidas and Eudocia, draw- 
ing no doubt from a common source, mention a poet of the old 
eomedy called Αἴνικος : and his name is also preserved by 
Areadius in his de accentibus, and by Theognostus, a gram- 
marian of the ninth century, who wrote on prosody and thought 
it worth while to record that the second « was long in quantity. 
It is true that Meineke (from whom I derive these facts) and 
others have supposed Afvixos to be a mistake for Εὔνικος, and 
that the name is an odd one!: but I think that, in any case, the 
MSS of the Hudemian ethics must be reckoned amongst the 
authorities in its favour. In fine, I would write: ἀγνοεῖ yap ὃ 
ἐρῶν OTL οὐχ ὁ αὐτὸς λόγος τῆς ἐπὶ TH προθυμίᾳ. διὸ εἴρηκεν 
Αἴνικος" ἐρώμενος τοιαῦτ᾽ ἄν, οὐκ ἐρῶν λέγοι. οἱ δὲ νομίξουσιε 
τὸν αὐτὸν εἶναι λόγον. 


iv 88. 2, 8, 1399" 6—11 ἐνιαχοῦ δὲ φιλεῖσθαι μὲν δεῖ τὸν 
ὑπερέχοντα, ἐὰν δὲ φιλῇ, ὀνειδίζεται ὡς ἀνάξιον φιλῶν. τῇ 
γὰρ ἀξίᾳ τῶν φίλων μετρεῖται καί τινι ἴσῳ. τὰ μὲν οὖν OL 
ἡλικίας ἔλλειψριν ἀνάξια ὁμοίως φιλεῖσθαι, τὰ δὲ Kat’ ἀρετὴν 
ἢ γένος ἢ κατὰ ἄλλην τοιαύτην ὑπεροχήν. 

In order to provide a suitable subject for the verb pe- 
τρεῖται, Bonitz proposes to substitute τὸ φιλεῖν for τῶν φίλων, 
and in support of this conjecture quotes Nic. eth. @ vii § 2. 

1 Dr Postgate suggests that Αἴνικος might stand for ‘Aclvixos. 





iii § 7: iv 88. 2, 3; ὅ, 6 23 


1158° 27 ὅταν yap κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἡ φίλησις γίνηται, ToTe γίνεταί 
πως ἰσότης, ὃ δὴ τῆς φιλίας εἶναι δοκεῖ. Fritzsche thinks that 
τὸ φιλεῖν may be supplied from the context, and that no 
change is required. But what does καί τινὶ ἴσῳ mean? If 
these words stood at the beginning of the sentence, with τῇ 
ἀξίᾳ at the end of it, they might be defensible: but I cannot 
see that they serve any purpose whatever, when the μέτρον has 
been already specified. Moreover I do not think that τὸ 
φιλεῖν is precisely the subject required. Certainly, as Fritzsche 
has seen, Bonitz’s quotation from the Nicomacheans proves 
nothing. What we want is, I conceive, ‘for by the worth of 
the friends is measured what they are entitled to’: and this 
sense we might perhaps obtain by writing τῇ yap ἀξίᾳ τῶν 
φίλων μετρεῖται τί ἴσον τίνι ἴσῳ: ‘for by the worth of the 
friends is measured equality of things and persons,’ I suppose 
that τί has been lost after μετρεῖται, and that, in virtue of 
the frequent confusion of ἐσ and «, «ai has ousted ἴσον. 


iv § 5, 6. 1239" 17—21 ὅταν δὲ ὑπερβολὴ ἦ, οὐδ᾽ αὐτοὶ 
émitntodaww ὡς δεῖ ἢ ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι ἢ ὁμοίως ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι, οἷον 
εἴ τις ἀξιοῖ τὸν θεόν. φανερὸν δὴ ὅτι φίλοι μέν, ὅταν ἐν τῷ ἴσῳ, 
τὸ ἀντιφιλεῖν δ᾽ ἔστιν ἄνευ τοῦ φίλους εἶναι. 

The purport of the former of these sentences is, that, where 
there is great disparity, the inferior does not expect a return, 
or at any rate a like return, of his affection; and, as at iii § 3. 
1938" 27, the relation of man to God is alleged as the strongest 
possible instance. Fritzsche, in his version, puts the required 
meaning into οἷον εἴ τις ἀξιοῖ τὸν θεόν by means of an ellipse: 
“exempli gratia si quis postulet, ut a deo summo ardore reda- 
metur, [ineptus esse videatur].”. The subaudition is bold. It 
seems to me that, for εἴ τις, οὐθείς should be substituted. In 
the sentence which follows, the clause φανερὸν δὴ ὅτι φίλοι μέν, 
ὅταν ἐν τῷ iow, though meagre, is not, perhaps, unintelligible ; 
but it is difficult to see the relevance of the supplementary clause, 
τὸ ἀντιφιλεῖν δ᾽ ἔστιν ἄνευ τοῦ φίλους εἶναι. If however we 
duplicate the word ἀντιφιλεῖν, and read ὅταν ἐν τῷ ἴσῳ τὸ «ἀν- 
τιφιλεῖν;», ἀντιφιλεῖν δ᾽ ἔστιν ἄνευ τοῦ φίλους εἶναι, the former 
clause gains in substance, and the latter clause’s connection 
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with it becomes clear: ‘it is plain that men are friends when 
there is mutual affection on an equal footing; but, as shown 
above in § 2, there is such a thing as mutual affection where 
those who feel it are not friends.’ 


iv §§ 7, 8. 1230» 26—33 μάλιστα δ᾽ οἱ φιλότιμοι τοιοῦτοι" 
τὸ γὰρ θαυμάζεσθαι ἐν ὑπεροχῆ. φύσει δὲ γίνονται οἱ μὲν 
φιλητικοὶ οἱ δὲ φιλότιμοι. φιλητικὸς δὲ ὁ τῷ φιλεῖν χαίρων 
ΜΕχλαν, ἢ τῷ φιλεῖσθαι" ἐκεῖνος δὲ φιλύτιμος μᾶλλον. ὁ μὲν 
οὖν χαίρων τῷ θαυμάξεσθαι καὶ φιλεῖσθαι τῆς ὑπεροχῆς φίλος" 
ὁ δὲ τῇ ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν ἡδονῇ ὁ φιλητικός. ἔνεστι γὰρ ἀνάγκη 
ἐνεργοῦντα" τὸ μὲν γὰρ φιλεῖσθαι συμβεβηκός" ἔστι γὰρ λαν- 
θάνειν φιλούμενον, φιλοῦντα δ᾽ οὔ. 

So Susemihl. But τῇ ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν ἡδονῇ is no more than a 
conjecture of Spengel’s, the MSS having τῆς ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν 
ἡδονῆς : and the alteration gives us a false antithesis, The 
second sentence of my extract distinguishes between those who 
are naturally φιλητικοί and those who are naturally φιλότιμοι. 
The third sentence tells us that the φιλητικός is ὁ τῷ φιλεῖν 
χαίρων μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ φιλεῖσθαι, and the φιλότιμος, ὁ τῷ φιλεῖ- 
σθαι μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ φιλεῖν. The first clause of the fourth sentence 
adds that ὁ τῷ φιλεῖσθαι χαίρων, in other words ὁ φιλότιμος, 18 
fond of the superiority, τῆς ὑπεροχῆς φίλος : compare Nico- 
machean ethics ® iv § 2. 1157" 14, where of διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον 
ὄντες φίλοι are said to be fond, not of one another, but of the 
profitable—ov yap ἀλλήλων ἦσαν φίλοι ἀλλὰ τοῦ λυσιτελοῦς. 
Accordingly the second clause of the fourth sentence should 
tell us that ὁ τῷ φιλεῖν χαίρων, in other words, ὁ φιλητικός, is 
fond of something, and presumably that something should be 
the pleasure of loving. Now that is exactly what the sentence 
gives us, provided that we restore the reading of the MSS, τῆς 
ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν ἡδονῆς, and after ἡδονῆς add a comma, to show 
that ὁ φιλητικός is supplementary. Translate then: ‘the other, 
the φιλητικός, is fond of the pleasure found in loving.” The 
justificatory sentence which follows is plainly unsound. The 
context seems to require something such as ὄνεστι yap ἡδονὴ 
τῷ φιλεῖν ἡ ἀνάγκη φιλεῖν ἐνεργοῦντα : ‘for there is pleasure in 
loving, inasmuch as it is impossible to love without energizing.’ 





ἦν § 5, 6; 7, 8: ν § 3,4 | 25 


Compare ii § 35. 1237" 34. Did Eudemus write ἔνεστι γάρ, 
«ἡ; ἀνάγκη ἐνεργοῦντα ἴ 


v § 8, 4. 1239° 16—21 ὥστε οὕτως μὲν τὸ ὅμοιον φίλον, ὅτι 
«τὸ; ἀγαθὸν ὕμοιον, ἔστι δὲ ὡς καὶ κατὰ τὸ ἡδύ" τοῖς γὰρ 
ὁμοίοις ταὔθ᾽ ἡδέα, καὶ ἕκαστον δὲ φύσει αὐτὸ αὑτῷ ἡδύ. διὸ 
καὶ φωναὶ καὶ αἱ ἕξεις καὶ συνημερεύσεις τοῖς ὁμογενέσιν 
ἥδισται ἀλλήλοις, καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἕῴοις" καὶ ταύτῃ ἐνδέχεται 
καὶ τοὺς φαύλους ἀλλήλους φιλεῖν. 

In this chapter the author refers the three kinds of friend- 
ship discriminated in ii §§ 13, 14, ὅσο, to the two principles 
ὅμοιον ὁμοίῳ and ἐναντίον ἐναντίῳ, which are stated in 1 §§ 7—12. 
The friendship of virtue and the friendship of pleasure depend, 
he tells us, upon ὕμοιον ὑμοίῳ, so that the friends are so on 
the strength of mutual likeness: but the friendship of utility 
depends upon ἐναντίον ἐναντίῳ, so that the friends are so on 
the strength of mutual unlikeness. At 1239” 16, leaving the 
friendship of virtue, which plainly depends upon ὅμοιον ὁμοίῳ, 
since the good is ἁπλοῦν, the author passes to the friendship of 
pleasure. Like persons, he says, derive pleasure from the same 
things; and accordingly, as each is naturally pleasant to him- 
self, he finds pleasure in the other who is like him, It is there- 
fore the mutual resemblance of the two persons, and not, as in 
the friendship of utility, their diversity, which makes them 
friends on the footing of pleasure. Later, at 1239" 20, we are 
told that bad men are friendly in this way. So much is quite 
clear, But the intervening sentence—éso καὶ φωναὶ καὶ ai 
ἕξεις καὶ συνημερεύσεις τοῖς ὑμογενέσιν ἥδισται ἀλλήλοις, Kal 
τοῖς ἄλλοις ζῴοις ---ἰβ manifestly corrupt: and Susemihl’s note— 
“19. αἱ ἕξεις (ai om. Π5Ὲ et editiones) corrupta esse recte monet 
Fr,”—adequately represents all that the commentators have to 
tell. I propose, first, to insert ¢ before φωναί; secondly, in 
that word to substitute 6 for a; thirdly, in ἀλλήλοις to 
substitute ὃ for the third Δ, and ε for o. It will be seen that 
the three substitutions have good palaeographical warrant, 
whilst it may be thought that the insertion of ε is the more 
excusable as it follows av. In this way I get διὸ καὶ ἐφ᾽ ὧν 
δίκαιαι ἕξεις, καὶ συνημερεύσεις τοῖς ὁμογενέσιν ἤδισται' ἀλλ᾽ 
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ἡδεῖς καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις Coos. καὶ ταύτῃ ἐνδέχεται καὶ τοὺς 
φαύλους ἀλλήλους φιλεῖν : ‘therefore, in the case of persons of 
moral habits, [not only the society of the virtuous, but] daily 
intercourse also with persons of their own race is highly 
pleasurable: indeed such intercourse with the other animals is 
pleasurable also. And in this way it is possible even for the 
vicious to be fond of one another. Lest exception should be 
taken to the slovenly phrase ἐφ᾽ ὧν δίκαιαι ἕξεις, 1 may note 
that this use of ἐπί is frequent in the Hudemian ethies. 
Compare vi § 16. 1240” 30 διὸ ἐπ᾽ ἀνθρώπου μὲν δοκεῖ 
ἕκαστος αὐτὸς αὑτῷ φίλος, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων ξῴων, οἷον 
ἵππος αὐτὸς αὑτῷ οὐκ ἄρα φίλος, which should, I think, re- 
main unaltered. With the statements made about ὠγαθοί 
and φαῦλοι, compare i ὃ 5, 1234” 34 and ii § 54, 1338" 35 
respectively. For ἕξεις in this connection, compare ii § 7. 
1236" 6 τούτοις δὲ ἡδέα τὰ κατὰ Tas ἕξεις" ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶ 
τὰ ἀγαθὰ καὶ τὰ καλά. 


vi § 3—5. 1240" 22—30 ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς πρὸς αὑτὸν ἕξεως [ὡς] 
of λοιποὶ τρόποι τοῦ φιλεῖν διωρισμένοι, καθ᾽ ods ἐν τοῖς λόγοις 
ἐπισκοπεῖν εἰώθαμεν. δοκεῖ γὰρ φίλος εἶναι ὁ βουλόμενός τινι 
τἀγαθὰ ἣ οἷα οἴεται ἀγαθά, μὴ δι᾿ αὑτόν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα" 
ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον ᾧ τὸ εἶναι βούλεται δι’ ἐκεῖνον καὶ μὴ be 
αὑτόν, κἂν εἰ μὴ διανέμων τὠἀὠγαθά, μὴ τῷ τὸ εἶναι τούτῳ 
ἂν δύξειε μάλιστα φιλεῖν: ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον ᾧ culty αἱρεῖται 
δι᾿ αὐτὴν τὴν ὁμιλίαν καὶ μὴ δι ἕτερόν τι, οἷον οἱ πατέρες τὸ 
μὲν εἶναι τοῖς τέκνοις, συξῶσι δ᾽ ἑτέροις. 

Accepting Spengel’s εἰσίν in place of ws after ἕξεως, I am 
still dissatisfied with the first sentence of my extract. First, 
in the parallel passages of the Nicomacheans, I iv 1166* 1, and 
the magna moralia, B xi 1210” 33, it is not φιλεῖν which is in 
question, but φίλον εἶναι or φιλία. Hence it surprises me that 
throughout this paragraph §§ 3—17, and in particular at the very 
outset, φιλεῖν and φίλον εἶναι should be interchanged. Secondly, 
we want, I think, not διωρισμένοι, ‘discriminated,’ but ὡρισμένοι 
‘determined’: compare Nicomacheans I iv § 1. 1166* 1 τὰ 
φιλικὰ δὲ τὰ πρὸς τοὺς φίλους, καὶ ols ai φιλίαι ὁρίξονται, 
ἔοικεν ἐκ τῶν πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ἐληλυθέναι, and 1160" 9 τούτων δέ 


ν § 3, 4: vi § 3—5; 6 27 


τινι Kat THY φιλίαν ὁρίξονται. Now, as de with A superposed 
may stand for φίλον, and δὲ = αἱ, didecy δὲ is indistinguishable 
from φίλον εἰναι. Read therefore ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς πρὸς αὑτὸν ἕξεώς 
εἰσιν of λοιποὶ τρόποι τοῦ φίλον εἶναι ὡρισμένοι. Next, at 
line 27 τούτῳ ἂν δόξειε μάλιστα φιλεῖν, Spengel substitutes 
τοῦτον for τούτῳ: and I had myself proposed, Journal of 
Philology xxvt 151, to substitute οὗτος. I now perceive that 
if φίλος εἶναι is restored in place of φιλεῖν, τούτῳ may be 
retained. At 30,1 cannot doubt that the phrase κἂν et μὴ διανέ- 
pov τἀγαθά, μὴ τῷ τὸ εἶναι Should contrast with βούλεται. So 
thinking, I had formerly proposed to read μή τοι τὸ εἶναί γ᾽, οὗτος 
ἂν δόξειε κτλ. As now advised, I would read μή τοι (or μή τι) 
TO εἶναι, τούτῳ ἂν δόξειε μάλιστα φίλος εἶναι: for, though in 
general μή τοὶ and μή τι, thus used, are strengthened by γε, 
epinomis 974 A χρόνος βραχὺς ἄν τις εἴη πρὸς λογισμὸν μή 
tow [Stallbaum μή τι] τῶν μοχθηρῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ πᾶς ἂν ὑπολάβοι 
μέτριον seems to show that the adjunct is not indispensable. 
The sentence will thus’ mean: ‘if A, not for his own sake, but 
for B's, wishes B to exist, A—even though he does not bestow 
goods upon B, still less existence—would seem most certainly 
to be a friend to him.’ 

vi § 6. 1240" 30—33 μάχεται δὴ ταῦτα πάντα πρὸς ἄλληλα. 
οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἂν μὴ τὸ ἑαυτοῖς, of δὲ ἂν μὴ τὸ εἶναι, of δὲ τὸ συζῆν, 
οὐκ οἴονται φιλεῖσθαι. 

Spengel is, I think, certainly right in substituting δέ for δή 
after μάχεται : but I doubt the propriety of adding ἦ before τὸ 
éavtois; and I cannot believe that ἂν μή should be inserted 
before τὸ συζῆν. For reasons already indicated, I share Rieck- 
her’s suspicion of φιλεῖσθαι: but on palaeographical grounds 
φιλίαν ἔσεσθαι seems to me a better substitute than φιλίαν 
εἶναι, and I dare not say that φιλεῖσθαι is impossible. These 
however are no more than preliminaries. The purport of the 
sentence would seem to be that the three φιλικά are not always 
found in conjunction: a man may have one of the three qualifi- 
cations, and yet lack another, and on this ground some may 
deny to him the title of friend. Thus it appears that οἱ δὲ τὸ 
συζῆν should somehow or other contrast with ἂν μὴ τὸ ἑαυτοῖς 
and ἂν μὴ τὸ εἶναι. To obtain this contrast, I would read εἰ δὴ 
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τὸ συζῆν. But what are we to make of τὸ ἑαυτοῖς 1 In all the 
three φιλικά---τὸ βούλεσθαι τἀγαθά, τὸ βούλεσθαι τὰ εἶναι, 
and τὸ συξῆν---τινί is implied. Whence it follows that, in the 
statement of the position of these malcontents, ἑαυτοῖς is not, 
as manifestly it should be, distinctive of the first φιλικόν. 
Moreover, τὸ before éavrois—which has not the same raison 
d’étre as the τό before efyac—stands in need of explanation. 
Finally, the ε of ἑαυτοῖς might be dispensed with. Now 
εξε αἱ τὸ δι. Read then perhaps ἂν μὴ τοδὶ αὐτοῖς : and translate 
the sentence—‘for some think that a liking for their company 

will not suffice to make friendship, unless the other wishes to 
them this or that particular good (rod/); others, that such a 
hiking will not suffice, unless the other wishes their existence.’ 
For ἄν and εἰ δή introducing protases which (as it were) stand 
on different levels, compare Plato Theaetetus 166 B μᾶλλον δὲ 
Tov elvai Tua, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ τούς, καὶ τούτους γυγνομένους ἀπείρους, 
ἐάνπερ ἀνομοίωσις γίγνηται, εἰ δὴ ὀνομάτων γε δεήσει θηρεύσεις 
διευλαβεῖσθαι ἀλλήλων; 

vi δ 1---9, 1240" 33—1240" 1 ἔτι τὸ Εν εν συναλήδῖν μὴ 
δι᾿ ἕτερόν τι [ἀγαπᾶν θήσομεν], οἷον οἱ δοῦλοι πρὸς τοὺς δεσ- 
πότας, ὅτι χαλεποὶ ἀλγοῦντες, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δι᾿ αὐτούς, * ὥσπερ ai 
μητέρες τοῖς τέκνοις καὶ of συνωδίνοντες ὄρνιθες. βούλεται yap 
μάλιστά γε οὐ μόνον συλλυπεῖσθαι ὁ φίλος τῷ φίλῳ, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
τὴν αὐτὴν λύπην, οἷον διψῶντι συνδιψῆν, εἰ ἐνεδέχετο, ὅτι [μὴ] 
ἐγγύτατα. ὁ δ᾽ αὐτὸς λόγος καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ χαίρειν: «τὸ γὰρ 
χαίρειν» μὴ δι᾿ ἕτερόν τι, ἀλλὰ δι᾿ ἐκεῖνον, ὅτι χαίρει, φιλικόν. 

We have no choice but to regard οἷον οἱ δοῦλοι πρὸς τοὺς δεσ- 
πότας, ὅτι χαλεποὶ ἀλγοῦντες, GAN ov δι᾿ αὐτούς as an example 
of the sympathy which is interested and consequently does 
not constitute a φιλικόν. But, as the text stands, the inter- 
position of ὠγαπᾶν θήσομεν makes it difficult to read οἷον κτὰ 
as an example of anything but the sympathy which, being dis- 
interested, 1s a sign of friendship. Susemihl disposes of this 
objection by placing ἀγαπᾶν θήσομεν between ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δι᾿ αὐτούς 
and ὥσπερ ai μητέρες. It may however be doubted whether 
ὠγαπᾶν is admissible in either position. There is, I think, in 
this seventh book only one other place in which the word occurs, 
ii § 38, 1237" 7: and in that place it is not equivalent to φιλεῖν, 


vi § 6; 1--9; 9; 10, 11 29 


whereas here a distinct reference to friendship is indispensable. 
Moreover, on the ground that the φιλία and the φιλικόν can 
hardly be identified, I suspect the structure of the sentence. 
Now ἔτει τὸ ἀλγοῦντι συναλγεῖν---- then there is sympathy with 
suffering '—may perfectly well stand alone: on the other hand, 
a word or two added after μὴ δι᾿ ἕτερόν te might bring those 
words into closer relations with οἷον of δοῦλοι πρὸς τοὺς 
δεσπύτας, xTA. In this way I am led to conjecture that ὠγαπᾶν 
θήσομεν is a corruption of 6 γ᾽ αὐτοὶ ἀλγήσομεν, ‘namely, the 
pain which we shall ourselves experience.’ In the next sentence 
βούλεται yap μάλιστά γε KTH, ye is a conjecture of Fritzsche’s, 
the MSS having te. The μή before ἐγγύτατα is bracketed both 
by Fritzsche and by Spengel. It seems to me that, to obtain a 
perfect sense, we have only to restore the te of the MSS and for 
ὅτι μὴ ἐγγύτατα to write εἴ τε μή, ἐγγύτατα. That is to say, 
I suppose that μάλιστά τε is answered by εἴ τε μή, just as 
μάλιστα μέν is constantly answered by εἰ δὲ μή. For τὴν αὐτήν 
and ἐγγύτατα contrasted, compare i § 4. 1234" 30 ἢ ταὐτὸν ἄρα 
ἢ ἐγγύς τι ἡ δικαιοσύνη καὶ ἡ φιλία. 

vi § 9. 1240) 1—3 ἔτι τὰ τοιάδε λέγεται περὶ τῆς φιλίας, 
ὡς ἰσότης φιλύτης, καὶ [μὴ] μίαν ψυχὴν εἶναι τοὺς ἀληθῶς 
φίλους. 

That Casaubon is right in substitutmg ψυχήν for the 
φιλίαν of the MSS, cannot be doubted. To him also is due the 
seclusion of μή before μέαν, which is approved by the recent 
editors. Spengel however writes: “dele μὴ, ut saltem evadat 
sententia, sed haud dubie alind latet quod non intelligo.” 
I think that he is right, for throughout the book I find few 
indications, if any, of intruded words or letters: and, so thinking, 
I venture to suggest that we should read κἂν εἰ μὴ μίαν ψυχὴν 
εἶναι xTX.: that is to say, ‘even if we do not allow the exag- 
geration pia ψυχή &e.’ It will be observed that when this 
phrase is referred to at line 9, the author clears himself of 
responsibility for it by inserting a δή. One difficulty remains: 
surely for τοὺς ἀληθῶς φίλους we ought to write τοῖς ἀληθῶς 
φίλοις. The friends are not one soul: they have one soul. 

vi § 10, 11. 1240° 3—12 ἅπαντα ταῦτα ἐπαναφέρεται 
πρὸς τὸν ἕνα. καὶ yap βούλεται τἀγαθὰ αὐτῷ τοῦτον τὸν 
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τρόπον. οὐθεὶς yap αὐτὸς αὑτὸν εὖ ποιεῖ διά τι ἕτερον, οὐδὲ 
χάριτος. οὐ δὲ λέγει ὅτι ἐποίησεν ἡ εἷς" δοκεῖ γὰρ φιλεῖσθαι 
βούλεσθαι ὁ δῆλον ποιῶν ὅτι φιλεῖ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ φιλεῖν. καὶ τὸ 
εἶναι μάλιστα καὶ τὸ συζῆν καὶ τὸ συγχαίρειν καὶ τὸ συναλγεῖν, 
καὶ μία δὴ ψυχή, καὶ τὸ μὴ δύνασθαι ἄνευ ἀλλήλων μηδὲ ξῆν, 
ἀλλὰ συναποθνήσκειν. οὕτω γὰρ ἔχει ὁ εἷς, καὶ ἴσως ὁμιλεῖ 
αὐτὸς αὑτῷ.---πάντα δὲ ταῦτα τῷ ἀγαθῷ ὑπάρχει πρὸς αὑτόν. 
In §§ 83—9 Eudemus has enumerated certain marks or notes 
of friendship: (i) τὸ βούλεσθαΐ τινι τἀγαθὰ ἢ ola οἴεται ἀγαθὰ 
μὴ δι᾽ αὑτὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα, (ii) τὸ τὸ εἶναι βούλεσθαί τινι 
δι᾿ ἐκεῖνον καὶ μὴ Se αὑτόν, (iii) τὸ αἱρεῖσθαί τινι συξῆν de 
αὐτὴν τὴν ὁμιλίαν καὶ μὴ δι’ ἕτερόν τι, (iv) τὸ ἀλγοῦντι συναλ- 
γεῖν μὴ δι᾿ ἕτερόν τι, (Vv) τὸ χαίρειν μὴ δι᾿ ἕτερόν τι ἀλλὰ δι᾽ 
ἐκεῖνον ὅτι χαίρει, (vi) ἰσύτης φιλότης, (Vil) μία ψυχή. Of the 
seven marks or notes, (i)—(ili), which are separated from (iv) to 
(vii) by § 6, are apparently the more important. Now at the 
outset in § 3 it was remarked that these indications of friendly 
relations between one man and another derive from a man’s 
relations to himself. Hence at § 10 the author proceeds to 
show that in a man’s relations to himself, in so far as he is 
ἀγαθός, these same marks or notes are discoverable. In a word, 
the friend is a second self, and the fact that a man’s relations to 
another resemble his proper relations to himself is the sign of 
their friendship. Compare Nicomacheans 1 iv ὃ 5. 1166* 29 τῷ δὴ 
πρὺς αὑτὸν ἕκαστα τούτων ὑπάρχειν τῷ ἐπιεικεῖ, πρὸς δὲ TOV 
φίλον ἔχειν ὥσπερ πρὸς ἑαυτόν (ἔστιν γὰρ ὁ φίλος ἄλλος αὐτός), 
καὶ ἡ φιλία τούτων εἶναί τι δοκεῖ, καὶ φίλοι οἷς ταῦθ᾽ ὑπάρχει. 
At 10 then, ἅπαντα ταῦτα ἐπαναφέρεται πρὸς τὸν ἕνα, we 
proceed to consider the man’s relations to himself: and for this 
reason, in καὶ yap βούλεται τὠγαθὰ αὐτῷ τοῦτον τὸν τρύπον, 
I would write, ποὺ αὐτῷ, but with Bekker and Bussemaker, 
αὑτῷ. Plainly τοῦτον tov τρόπον means ‘in this disinterested 
way,’ or as it has been previously expressed, μὴ δι᾽ αὑτὸν ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐκείνου ἕνεκα 1340" 25, μὴ δι᾿ ἕτερόν τι 33, μὴ Oe ἕτερον τι 
ἀλλὰ δι ἐκεῖνον 1240° 1. And now I come to the difficult 
sentence: οὐθεὶς yap αὐτὸς αὑτὸν εὖ ποιεῖ διά τι ἕτερον, οὐδὲ 
χάριτος. οὐ δὲ λέγει ὅτι ἐποίησεν 7 εἷς" δοκεῖ γὰρ φιλεῖσθαι 
βούλεσθαι ὁ δῆλον ποιῶν ὅτι φιλεῖ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ φιλεῖν. So reads 


vi §§ 10, 11 31 


Susemihl: the MSS have however, not φιλεῖσθαι (a correc- 
tion of Bonitz’s), but φιλεῖν; not βούλεσθαι (which is derived 
from the version and the Aldine), but βούλεται. In defence of 
his emendation, Bonitz quotes Nicomacheans @ viii § 1. 1159" 12 
οἱ πολλοὶ δὲ δοκοῦσι διὰ φιλοτιμίαν βούλεσθαι φιλεῖσθαι 
μᾶχλον ἢ φιλεῖν, which admirably justifies the phraseology. 
But what is relevant in Nicomacheans @ viii, is not necessarily 
relevant in the passage before us, and of the text, as Bonitz 
emends it, I can make nothing. We want, I think, together 
with the restoration from the MSS of φιλεῖν βούλεται, the 
substitution (1) of οὐδὲ χάριν τοσοῦδε for οὐδὲ χάριτος. οὐ δέ, 
and (2) οἵ δοκεῖν for δοκεῖ. That 15 to say, I would write οὐθεὶς 
γὰρ αὐτὸς αὑτὸν ev ποιεῖ διά τι ἕτερον οὐδὲ χάριν τοσοῦδε λέγει, 
ὅτι ἐποίησεν ἡ εἷς" δοκεῖν γὰρ φιλεῖν βούλεται ὁ δῆλον ποιῶν 
ὅτι φιλεῖ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ φιλεῖν : and, understanding with λέγει, εὖ 
from εὖ ποιεῖ, | would translate—‘for no one does good to 
himself for an ulterior motive or speaks good of himself for a 
certain consideration, because his action 1s that of an individual: 
indeed one who makes manifest his love for another, wishes not 
so much to love, as to be thought to do so, That is to say— 
τὸ βούλεσθαι τἀγαθὰ μὴ δι᾽ ἕτερόν τι is a mark of friendship, and 
the individual in his relations with himself has this mark, 
and there can be’ no question about it, for as he is a single 
individual there is in his dealings with himself no room for the 
interested well-doing and well-speaking which show, not that a 
man wishes to be a friend, but that he wishes to be thought to be 
so. In short, whereas according to Bonitz φιλεῖσθαι βούλεσθαι 
is opposed to φιλεῖν βούλεσθαι as in Nicomacheans © viii, in my 
opinion δοκεῖν φιλεῖν is opposed to φιλεῖν as in i§ 16, 1238" 8. 
Thus δοκεῖν yap φιλεῖν βούλεται κτὰ lays stress upon the wish 
(βούλεσθαι) as the sign of friendly feeling, just as κἂν εἰ μὴ 
διανέμων τὠγαθὰ κτὰ does at § 4, and just as καὶ εἰ μηδεὶς εἴ- 
σεται does at Nicomacheans I viii § 2. 1168 3. Thus far I have 
acquiesced in the use of the word φιλεῖν at 1240" 7 and 8: but 
here too I should prefer φίλος εἶναι. Further, I have doubts 
about the punctuation of what follows: for the subaudition of 
βούλεται from καὶ yap βούλεται τἀγαθὰ αὐτῷ τοῦτον τὸν 
τρύπον, which with τὸ εἶναι μάλιστα and τὸ συξῆν is, if not 
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necessary, desirable, would be with τὸ συγχαίρειν «TX wholly 
out of place. Hence, bearing in mind that the first three of 
the notes of friendship were in the earlier part of the chapter 
separated from the rest, I propose to place a full stop after 
τὸ συζῆν. Then, making οὕτω yap ἔχει κτὰ parenthetical, and 
writing δή for δέ after πάντα, 1 would carry on the sentence καὶ 
τὸ συγχαίρειν κτὰ continuously to the end of § 11, so that 
τὸ συγχαίρειν καὶ τὸ συναλγεῖν κτλ May be resumed in πάντα 
δὴ ταῦτα. In this way we shall have: καὶ τὸ συγχαίρειν καὶ τὸ 
συναλγεῖν καὶ μία δὴ ψυχὴ καὶ τὸ μὴ δύνασθαι ἄνευ ἀλλήλων 
μηδὲ ζῆν ἀλλὰ συναποθνῇσκειν---οὕτω γὰρ ἔχει ὁ εἷς καὶ ἴσως 
ὁμιλεῖ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ---πάντα δὴ ταῦτα τῷ ἀγαθῷ ὑπάρχει πρὸς 
αὑτόν. 

vi § 12,13. 1340} 12—20 ἐν γὰρ τῷ πονηρῷ διαφωνεῖ, οἷον 
ἐν τῷ ἀκρατεῖ. καὶ διὰ τοῦτο δοκεῖ καὶ ἐχθρὸν ἐνδέχεσθαι 
αὐτὸν αὑτῷ εἶναι" 7 δ᾽ εἷς καὶ ἀδιαίρετος, ὀρεκτὸς αὐτὸς αὑτοῦ. 
τοιοῦτος ὁ ἀγαθὸς καὶ ὁ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν φίλος, ἐπεὶ ὅ γε μοχθηρὸς 
οὐχ εἷς ἀλλὰ πολλοί, καὶ τῆς αὐτῆς ἡμέρας ἕτερος καὶ ἔμπληκ- 
Tos. ὥστε καὶ ἡ αὐτοῦ πρὸς αὑτὸν φιλία ἀνάγεται πρὸς τὴν 
τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ. ὅτι γάρ πῃ ὁμοιοῖ καὶ εἷς καὶ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ ἀγαθός, 
ταύτῃ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ φίλος καὶ ὀρεκτός. 

Whilst the general structure of these sentences is sufficiently 
intelligible, there are obvious difficulties of detail. ‘In the 
vicious man,’ says the author, ‘there is dissonance, as there is 
in the incontinent: and for this reason it is thought that he 
may be at enmity (ἐχθρός) with himself. Now in so far as a 
man is one and indivisible, he is opexros αὐτὸς αὑτῷ. The good 
man, and the friend on the footing of virtue, are such, that is to 
say, one and indivisible; whereas the bad is not one but many, 
being various in the course of the day and unstable. Hence a 
man’s friendship with himself is referred to the friendship of 
the good man: ὅτι yap πῃ ὅμοιοι Kal els καὶ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ ἀγαθός, 
ταύτῃ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ φίλος καὶ opextos.’ Here I have left un- 
translated the two sentences which call for remark, but I have 
provisionally restored from the MSS, in the one, αὑτῷ, where 
Spengel reads αὑτοῦ, and in the other, ὅμοιοι, where Fritzsche 
reads ὁμοιοῖ, Spengel would read ἔστι yap 7 ὅμοιος, Bekker 
reads ὅμοιος, but allows ὅτε γάρ πῃ to stand. I think that 


vi §§ 10, 11; 12, 13: vii 81, 3 33 


Bekker is right. Now at line 15, whilst ὀρεκτὸς αὐτὸς αὑτῷ 
and ὀρεκτὸς αὐτὸς αὑτοῦ are, so far as I can see, unintelligible, 
οὐκ ἐχθρὸς αὐτὸς αὑτῷ seems to me exactly what is required. 
And again, in § 13 I would write οὐκ ἐχθρός in place of 
opextos, prefix the definite article to αὐτός and to ἀγαθός in 
line 19, and accept Bekker’s ὅμοιος. In this way we shall have 
ὅτι yap πῃ ὅμοιος καὶ εἷς καὶ αὑτὸς αὑτῷ ayabos, ταύτῃ αὐτὸς 
αὑτῷ φίλος καὶ οὐκ ἐχθρός. 


vii §§ 1, 2. 1241" 3—10 ἔστι δ᾽ ἡ εὔνοια τῆς φιλίας οὔτε 
πάμπαν ἕτερον οὔτε ταὐτύν. διηρημένης yap τῆς φιλίας κατὰ 
τρεῖς τρόπους, οὔτ᾽ ἐν τῇ χρησίμῃ οὔτ᾽ ἐν τῇ καθ᾽ ἡδονὴν ἐστίν. 
εἴτε γὰρ ὅτι χρήσιμον, βούλεται αὐτῷ τἀγαθά, οὐ δι’ ἐκεῖνον 
ἀλλὰ δι᾽ αὑτὸν βούλοιτ᾽ ἄν, δοκεῖ δὲ ὥσπερ" " καὶ ἡ εὔνοια οὐκ 
αὐτοῦ εὔνοια τοῦ εὐνοϊξομένου εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τοῦ ᾧ εὐνοεῖ" εἰ δὴ ἦν 
ἐν τῇ τοῦ ἡδέος φιλίᾳ, κἂν τοῖς ἀψύχοις εὐνόουν. ὥστε δῆλον 
ὅτι περὶ τὴν ἠθικὴν φιλίαν ἡ εὔνοια ἐστίν. 

The word εὔνοια, which now stands before τοῦ εὐνοϊζομένου, 
is plainly a superfiuity, whilst the genitives τοῦ εὐνοϊζομένου 
and τοῦ  evvoet seem to want a preposition. Read therefore 
οὐκ αὐτοῦ ἕνεκα τοῦ εὐνοϊξομένου, comparing for the use of ἕνεκα 
in this connection magna morala B xii § 8. 1212* 7 γένοιτο δ᾽ 
ἂν ἡ εὔνοια φιλία, εἰ προσλάβοι βούλησιν τοῦ trayaba δυνατὸς 
ὧν πρᾶξαι πράττειν ἐκείνου ἕνεκεν ᾧ ἐστιν εὔνους. But it still 
remains to investigate the words ὥσπερ καί which in the MSS 
precede 7 εὔνοια. The editors whose conjectures are recorded 
by Susemihl, one and all, suppose that εὔνοια is compared in 
this respect with ἡ φιλία or with ἡ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν φιλία. But in 
this sentence, which has for 1ts purpose to show that εὔνοια does 
not resemble the friendship of utility, it is impossible that 
the resemblance of εὔνοια to φιλία ἁπλῶς λεγομένῃ should be 
affirmed: and although, as we shall presently see, there is a 
resemblance between εὔνοια and ἡ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν φιλία, a mention 
of that resemblance at line 7 would be premature. Now the 
statement that εὔνοια is not ἕνεκα τοῦ εὐνοϊξομένου can hardly 
be said to hold of the εὔνοια with which the inferior requites a 
benefactor: fur, as we are expressly reminded in the parallel 
passage of the Nicomacheans I v § 3. 1167* 14, ὁ evepyernels 
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ἀνθ᾽ ὧν πέπονθεν ἀπονέμει τὴν εὔνοιαν, τὰ δίκαια δρῶν. Where- 
fore I suspect that ὥσπερ καὶ is a corruption of some phrase 
which indicated, if it did not enforce, the required qualification. 
In the Journal of Philology xxv 156 I had suggested that the 
suspicious words might possibly represent ws or οἷς ὑπάρχει, or 
ὡς or ols ὑπῆρχεν: but I have since fancied that ws παρ᾽ ica 
might conceivably stand in the sense of ‘where the parties are 
equal.’ For «=o and at=a, see Bast pp. 720 and 191 re- 
spectively. In lines 8, 9 for εἰ δή, M” and the Aldine give εἰ δ᾽, 
Spengel εἴτ᾽, and Susemihl εἴτε δή. That εἰ δή is wrong, seems 
to me certain: but it is not easy to choose amongst the cor- 
rections above mentioned. On the whole, I would hesitatingly 
give my vote for εἰ δ᾽, 


vii § 3—5. 1241" 13—23 ἀρχομένῳ γὰρ ἔοικεν ὁ εὐνοῶν 
μόνον, διὸ ἀρχὴ φιλίας, ἀλλ᾽ ov φιλία. 

* * δοκοῦσι γὰρ οἵ τε φίλοι ὁμονοεῖν καὶ οἱ ὁμονοοῦντες 
φίλοι εἶναι. ἔστι δ᾽ οὐ περὶ πάντα ἡ ὁμόνοια ἡ φιλική, ἀλλὰ 
περὶ τὰ πρακτὰ τοῖς ὁμονοοῦσι, καὶ ὅσα εἰς τὸ συζῆν συντείνει, 
οὔτε μόνον κατὰ διάνοιαν 7) κατὰ ὄρεξιν (ἔστι γὰρ τἀναντία τὸ 
κινοῦν ἐπιθυμεῖν, ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ ἀκρατεῖ διαφωνεῖ τοῦτο), οὐ δεῖ 
κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν ὁμονοεῖν καὶ κατὰ τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν. ἐπὶ δὲ 
τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἡ ὁμόνοια" οἵ γε φαῦλοι ταῦτα προαιρούμενοι καὶ 
ἐπιθυμοῦντες βλάπτουσιν ἀλλήλους. 

I am not satisfied that it is necessary with Bonitz and 
Susemihl to assume a lacuna between the discussions of εὔνοια 
and ὁμόνοια. As I understand, the author says that εὔνοια is, 
not friendship, but the beginning of it: for, whereas εὔνοια 
may be one-sided (compare magna moralia B xii § 7. 1212* 4 
ov yap εἴ τις ἦν Δαρείῳ εὔνους ἐν Πέρσαις ὄντι, ὥσπερ ἴσως 
ἦν, εὐθέως καὶ φιλία ἦν αὐτῷ πρὸς Δαρεῖον, and Nicomacheans 
I v§ 4. 1107" 18), φιλία implies ὁμόνοια, and ὁμόνοια implies 
φιλία. Thus if there is to be friendship, there must be, not 
only εὔνοια, but also ὁμόνοια. And so he passes from the one 
to the other. But εὔνοια and ὑμύνοια are intimately connected : 
and accordingly at 1241*1 they are together brought upon 
the stage, and at 1241" 34 they are together dismissed from it, 
The transition having been effected, the author proceeds to 
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explain his conception of φιλικὴ ὑμύνοια. As I understand, he 
tells us (1) that it is concerned, not with everything, but with τὰ 
πρακτὰ τοῖς ὑμονοοῦσι καὶ ὅσα εἰς τὸ συζῆν συντείνει : (2) that 
it is ποῦ mere agreement either κατὰ διάνοιαν or κατ᾽ ὄρεξιν; 
for, since διάνοια and ὄρεξις may go counter to one another, as 
they do in the ἀκρατής, A and B may agree κατὰ διάνοιαν and 
yet disagree κατ᾽ ὄρεξιν, and C and D may agree κατ᾽ ὄρεξιν 
and yet disagree xara διάνοιαν, and in either of these cases 
there may be disagreement in action: (3) that it is not mere 
agreement in respect of προαίρεσις and of ἐπιθυμία; for the 
ὁμόνοια of which we are thinking is the ὁμόνοια of the good, in 
contradistinction to that of the bad, who purpose and desire the 
same things to their mutual injury. To obtain this meaning 
I propose tentatively the following restoration: οὔτε μόνον κατὰ 
διάνοιαν ἢ κατὰ ὄρεξιν, ἔστι yap τἀναντία τὸ κινοῦν «κινεῖν καὶ 
τὸ ἐπιθυμοῦν; ἐπιθυμεῖν, ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ ἀκρατεῖ διαφωνεῖ τοῦτο" 
οὐδὲ [codd. οὐ δεῖ] κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν ὁμονοεῖν καὶ κατὰ τὴν 
ἐπιθυμίαν, ἐπειδὴ [codd. ἐπὶ δὲ] τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἡ ὁμόνοια, οἱ δὲ 
[codd. of γε] φαῦλοι ταὐτα [codd, ταῦτα͵] προαιρούμενοι καὶ 
ἐπιθυμοῦντες βλάπτουσιν ἀλλήλους. For τὸ κινοῦν, compare 
Θ ii § 21. 1248" 24 τὸ δὲ ξητούμενον τοῦτ᾽ ἐστί, τίς ἡ τῆς 
κινήσεως ἀρχὴ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ. δῆλον δὴ ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ ὅλῳ θεός, 


ἢ , * # -. ἢ ‘ 13 a a 
[καὶ] κἀν ἐκείνῳ. κινεῖ γάρ πως πάντα τὸ ἐν ἡμῖν θεῖον. 


ix § 2. 1941" 17—20 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ὁμοίως ἔχει ψυχὴ πρὸς σῶμα 
καὶ τεχνίτης πρὸς ὄργανον καὶ δεσπότης πρὸς δοῦλον, τούτων 
μὲν οὐκ ἔστι κοινωνία. οὐ γὰρ δύ᾽ ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν ἕν, τὸ δὲ 
τοῦ ἑνὸς [οὐδέν]. 

So Susemihl, who comments as follows: “20. οὐδέν secl. yp. 
Vict. et Fr., ἔδιον ci. et rec. Bu.” I think that the οὐδέν of the 
MSS should be written οὐ δ᾽ ἕν, in the sense of ὃν δ᾽ ov. The 
clause will then mean : ‘one of the correlatives is a unity; the 
other is not a unity, but a property or possession of the unity.’ 


ix § 5, 1241” 36, 37 κατ᾽ ἀναλογίαν δὲ ἡ ἀριστοκρατικὴ 
ἀρίστη καὶ βασιλική. 
Bussemaker conjectures that ἀρίστη should be bracketed. 
I think that, in place of ἀρίστη, we should read ὁριστέα. Com- 
J—2 
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pare ii § 51. 1238" 25 ἔστι yap καὶ τὸ ἁπλῶς ἡδὺ τῷ τέλει 
ὁριστέον Kal τῷ χρόνῳ. 


x § 4. 1242° 1ὅ, 16 συμβαίνει δὲ καὶ τοῦτο ὄργανον ἐπι- 
μελείας τυγχάνειν, ἧς δίκαιον πρὸς τὸ ἔργον. 

In place of τοῦτο, Bonitz has proposed αὐτὸ τό, and Fritzsche 
τό. I venture to suggest that τὸ τό is a simple and obvious 
correction. 


x &§ 5, 6. 1242" 39. 958 ὁ γὰρ ἄνθρωπος ov μόνον πολιτικὸν 
ἀλλὰ καὶ οἰκονομικὸν ξῷον, καὶ οὐχ ὥσπερ τἄλλά ποτε 
συνδυάξεται καὶ τῷ τυχόντι [καὶ] θήλει καὶ ἄρρενι ἀλλ᾽ αἱ διὰ 
δύμον αὐλικόν, ἀλλὰ κοινωνικὸν ἄνθρωπος ξῷον πρὸς ods 
φύσει συγγένεια ἐστίν" καὶ κοινωνία τοίνυν καὶ δίκαιον τι, 
καὶ εἰ μὴ πόλις εἴη" οἰκία δ᾽ ἐστί τις φιλία. 

‘Man is not only a πολιτικὸν Edov, but also an οἰκονο- 
pexov; not only ποτὲ συνδυάξεται, but is also a κοινωνικῶν, 
associating with natural relations: now a κοινωνία is a sort 
of δίκαιον, and an οἰκία is a sort of φιλία : whence it appears 
that, as before asserted at 1242* 20, δίκαιον and φιλία are 
intimately related.’ That this is the general sense of the 
passage, is clear. But it is no less clear that certain words 
in the very centre of my extract stand in need of correction, 
and correction has been attempted in several ways. Thus 
Bussemaker, Fritzsche, and Susemihl, bracket «ai before θήλει: 
and for the ἀλλ᾽ ai διὰ δύμον (δύμων M") of the MSS, Busse- 
maker conjectures ἀλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ τοῦτο μοναυλικόν, Spengel (who 
questions ποτέ also) ἀλλ᾽ ἰδίᾳ οὐ μοναυλικόν, Fritzsche with the 
help of Osann ἄλλοτε δ᾽ ἰδιάξει μοναυλεκόν, while Susenuhl, 
condemning the words as corrupt, makes no attempt to heal 
them. Accepting from my predecessors μοναυλικόν, 1 propose 
in place of τἄλλα to write τάλλ᾽ ἅ, and for ἀλλ᾽ αἱ διὰ δύ 
to write ἅμα ἰδίᾳ ad. We shall then have—«at οὐχ ὥσπερ 
τἄλλ᾽ & ποτε συνδυάξεται Kal τῷ τυχόντι Kal θήλει καὶ ἄρρενι 
ἅμα ἰδίᾳ αὖ μοναυλικόν, ἀλλὰ κοινωνικὸν ἄνθρωπος ζῷον πρὸς 
ods φύσει συγγένειά ἐστιν. Palaeographically the changes are 
easy: for the substitution of μ' for AX and of a@ for 6, and 
the division of aggregates of letters, are devices recognized by 
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all critics. And the meaning obtained is, I think, satisfactory : 
‘Man is one of those animals which upon occasion take to 
themselves casual partners: nevertheless, unlike the rest of 
them, he is at the same time (ἅμα), apart from such partnerships 
(ἰδίᾳ), on the other hand (ad), not solitary, but sociable, the 
society in question being his family in the extended sense of the 
term. Or, in other ὅτε ‘Man and some other animals take 
to themselves casual and temporary partners: but whereas the 
rest of the συνδυαστικά are, apart from the συνδυασμός, μοναυ- 
λικά, man, apart from the συνδυασμός, is not μοναυλικόν, but 
κοινωνικόν. I may add that I see no need to bracket the καί 
(‘ both’) which stands before θήλει. I understand that the καί 
which precedes τῷ τυχόντι connects ποτέ with that phrase. 


x § 9. 1242* 35, 36 ἣ δὲ trav ἀδελφῶν πρὸς ἀλλήλους 
ἑταιρικὴ μάλιστα ἡ KAT ἰσότητα. 

Thinking that the last words of this sentence are intro- 
duced to justify the equation of the friendship of brothers with 
the friendship of comrades, I would write ἡ κατ᾽ ἰσότητα. 
Compare Nicomacheans © xi ὃ 5. 1161" 25 ἡ δὲ τῶν ἀδελφῶν 
τῇ ἑταιρικῇ ἔοικεν" ἴσοι yap Kal ἡλικιῶται, κτλ. 


x § 11. 1242° 11—15 καὶ γὰρ δὴ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
κοινωνιῶν οὕτω συμβαίνει. ὁτὲ μὲν γὰρ ἀριθμῷ τοῦ ἴσου 
μετέχουσιν, ὁτὲ δὲ λόγῳ. εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἴσον ἀριθμῷ εἰσήνεγκον 
ἀργύριον, ἴσον καὶ τῷ ἴσῳ ἀριθμῷ διαλαμβάνουσιν, εἰ δὲ μὴ 
ἴσον, ἀνάλογον. 

‘And so it is with partnerships in general: the dividends 
are equal, sometimes in quantity, sometimes in proportion: 
that is to say, if the amounts subscribed were equal, the 
dividends are equal in quantity; if the amounts subscribed 
were unequal, the dividends are in proportion.’ Such is the 
meaning of the passage regarded as a whole. But what are 
‘ we to make of the worse than meaningless phrase τῷ ἴσῳ, 
which perforce I have ignored? Without it, the words ἴσον 
ἀριθμῷ διαλαμβάνουσιν in the apodosis answer exactly to the 
words εἰ ἴσον ἀριθμῷ εἰσήνεγκον in the protasis. But we must 
not rest content with simple excision: for the καὶ which follows 
ἴσον, if immediately followed by ἀρεθμῷ, would have no mean- 
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ing. Indeed it would seem that its presence is justifiable 
only on the supposition that τῷ tow represents an accusative, 
governed by διαλαμβάνουσιν, and answering to the ἀργύριον 
of the protasis. In fact, we want some such sentence as εἰ μὲν 
yap ἴσον ἀριθμῷ εἰσήνεγκον ἀργύριον, ἴσον καὶ «τὸ προσιὸν!» 
ἀριθμῷ διαλαμβάνουσιν. To προσιόν is however no more 
than a stopgap. Let us inquire whether the tradition of the 
MSS suggests any equivalent. Rejecting the terminations of 
the article and the adjective as results of assimilation, and 
adding tentatively ov, the regular ending of the accusative 
masculine or neuter, we shall have t-ccov. But eo is notoriously 
equivalent to «; and τόκον gives precisely the meaning which 
we require. Read then εἰ μὲν yap ἴσον ἀριθμῷ εἰσήνεγκον 
ἀργύριον, ἴσον καὶ τόκον ἀριθμῷ διαλαμβάνουσιν. With such 
surroundings, the descent from τόκον, through τὸ ἴσον, to τῷ 
ἴσῳ, would be easy enough. 


x § 19. 1243* 8—11 διὸ ἐνιαχοῦ νόμος ἐστὶ τοῖς οὕτως 
ὁμιλοῦσι φιλικῶς μὴ εἶναι δίκας τῶν ἑκουσίων συναλλαγμάτων, 
ὀρθῶς" τοῖς γὰρ ἀγαθοῖς οὐ πέφυκε δίκαιον εἶναι, οἱ δ' ὡς ἀγαθοὶ 
καὶ πιστοὶ συναλλάττουσιν. 

For τοῖς γὰρ ἀγαθοῖς οὐ πέφυκε δίκαιον εἶναι, Spengel 
proposes τοῖς γὰρ ὠγαθοῖς αὐτοῖς πέφυκε δικαίοις εἶναι. But 
this does not give an altogether satisfactory meaning; for if 
‘the good are of themselves just, and the persons in question 
covenant as good men,’ how has the injustice come in? Fritz- 
sche, who translates ‘nam boni viri non egent iure ac legibus,’ 
seems to me to have divined the meaning, but plainly he 
cannot get it out of the words. What we want, is, I think, 
τοῖς yap ayabois ov πέφυκε δικαιωθῆναι: ‘for it is not natural 
to good men that they should have justice done to them,’ that 
is to say, ‘ that they should be righted by law.’ Of the palaeo- 
graphical changes presumed, two are regular; e=@, ἐξ ἢ 
(see Bast pp. 714, 923); while the confusion of ὦ and op 
would not be difficult. Fritzsche’s discovery of πιστοί in the 
unmeaning τῆς τοῖς of P” is plainly right, so far as it goes: but 
for my own part, keeping even more closely to the tradition, 
I would write πιστοῖς. 
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x § 21—27. 1248" 14—1243° 9. 

At § 21. 1248" 14 the author asks—‘ In settling the mghts 
and the wrongs of a friendship, are we to look to the amount of 
the service done or to its value to the recipient?’ In § 22, 23 
the question is amplified and illustrated. In § 24 the author 
reverts to the distinction already drawn in § 17 between two 
sorts of friendship: (1) ἡ κατὰ τὸ χρήσιμον or ἡ πολιτική, (2) ἡ 
κατὰ τὴν ἀρετήν or ἡ ἠθική. Then at ὃ 25 he proceeds to speak 
of ‘persons who begin as friends on the basis of virtue, but, 
when some private interest is in the way (ὅταν ἄντικρυς ἦ τι 
τῶν ἰδίων), are found to be friends on a ditferent footing. For 
the generality of people seek honour, and therefore the friend- 
ship of honour, only as a luxury.’ At this point I pause in my 
paraphrase of the passage that I may comment upon certain of 
its details. First, at ὃ 23. 1243* 25 ὁτὲ δὲ καὶ μεταλαμβάνων 
καὶ ἀμφιβάλλει, the καί before ἀμφιβάλλει is, as Fritzsche has 
noticed, quite without meaning, and, although ἀμφιβάλλοντα is 
appropriate at ὃ 20. 1243°12, ἀμφιβάλλει is inappropriate here. 
Bearing in mind the palaeographical equivalence of « and ἐσ 
and of az and a, I would read ὁτὲ δὲ καὶ μεταλαμβάνων ἴσα 
ἀντιβάλλει. Secondly, at ὃ 23. 1243" 28. ὥσπερ ἐν τῇ τῶν 
νομισμάτων ἀποδόσει. καὶ γὰρ ἐνταῦθα περὶ τούτων ἡ ἀμφισ- 
βήτησις" ὃ μὲν γὰρ ἀξιοῖ πῶς τότ᾽ ἦν, ὃ δὲ πῶς νῦν, ἂν μὴ 
διεύίτπωνται, what we want is, I think, not ἀξιοῖ πῶς τότ᾽ ἦν 
and πῶς viv, but ἀξιοῖ τε ὡς τότ᾽ ἦν and τι ws viv: ‘the one 
makes a claim at the old rate, the other makes a claim at the 
new rate, unless the contract contains an exact provision.’ For 
a = 71, see Bast p. 730. Thirdly, according to Susemihl, Rieckher 
condemns the words ὅταν δ᾽ ἄντικρυς ἡ τι Tov ἰδίων as corrupt. 
I think that he is most certainly right: and, in place of ἄν- 
tuxpus ἡ, | would propose avtixpovon, comparing rhetoric B ii 
§ 9. 1379* 11 ἐάν τε οὖν κατ᾽ εὐθυωρίαν ὁτιοῦν ἀντικρούσῃ τις, 
οἷον τῷ διψώντι πρὸς τὸ πιεῖν. With this alteration, the 
sentence before us will mean—‘ But when some private interest 
crosses them, or stands in the way, it becomes evident that 
they are not friends of this sort.’ And now I resume my para- 
phrase at ὃ 26: ‘Thus it is plain how we are to decide in such 
cases. If the friendship is an ethical friendship or friendship of 
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virtue, we must look to the intention, to see whether it is equal 
on the two sides, and more than this must not be expected by 
the one from the other. If again the friendship is a civic 
friendship or friendship of utility, we must consider what 
would have been reasonable lines for an agreement.’ And 
now follow four or five lines which stand in need of careful 
examination : 

x § 26, 27. 1243 5—9 ἂν & ὃ μὲν φῇ ὧδε ὃ δὲ ἐκείνως, ov 
καλὸν μὲν ἀντιποιῆσαι, δέον τοὺς καλοὺς λέγειν λόγους, ὁμοίως 
δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ θατέρου, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὐ διείποντο ὡς ἠθικῶς, δεῖ κρίνειν 
τίνα, pnd ὑποκρινόμενον μηδέτερον αὐτῶν ἐξαπατᾶν. ὥστε 
δεῖ στέργειν αὐτὸν τὴν τύχην. 

Susemihl, whose text I have transcribed, appends the follow- 
ing critical notes: “6. ἀντιποιήσασθαι ci, Rieckher || λόγους 
ὑμοίως [de] ci. Spengelius, certe vix sana sunt verba || 7. ἐπεὶ 
P’D*, ἐπειδὴ I’ et editores (fors. recte) || ἠθικῶς haud in- 
tegrum, ἠθικοί ci. Fr., «ἐχρῆν.» ἠθικῶς ci. Spengelius || 
8. τίνα Fr., τινὰ cet. || ὑπτοκρινόμενον μηδέτερον Sylburgius, ὑπο- 
κρινόμενος μηδέτερος II", ὑποκρινάμενος μηδ᾽ ἕτερος P.” 
Fritzsche’s version is hopelessly wrong, and can be of no use 
except as a warning. Now, (1) no one, not even the man 
who refuses to repay his debt, would venture to say that repay- 
ment is not honourable ; whence I conclude that δέον should go 
with ἀντυποιῆσαι rather than with the words which follow: 
(2) the critics are manifestly right in demurring to ὡς ἦθι- 
κῶς; and accordingly 1 propose to separate them by a comma, 
at the same time adding the article ro after διείποντο and 
expunging the comma after ἠθικῶς: (3) in line 8, where 
Fritzsche writes τίνα as an interrogative, I would restore the 
traditional τινά, indefinite. We shall thus have ἂν δ᾽ ὃ μὲν φῇ 
ὧδε ὃ δὲ ἐκείνως, οὐ καλὸν μὲν ἀντιποιῆσαι δέον τοὺς καλοὺς 
λέγειν λόγους, ὁμοΐως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ θατέρου, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὐ διεΐποντο 
«τὸ; ὥς, ἠθικῶς δεῖ κρίνειν τινά, μηδ᾽ ὑποκρινόμενον μηδέτερον 
αὐτῶν ἐξαπατᾶν. ὥστε δεῖ στέργειν αὐτὸν τὴν τύχην: ‘but if 
one takes the one line, the other, the other,—the one, “it is not 
honourable for the representatives of honour to preach when they 
ought to repay,” and the other, on the other part, in like manner, 
—the right thing is, if only because they omitted in the first 
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instance to agree upon the character of the intimacy, that some 
one should arbitrate on moral grounds, neither of the two seek- 
ing to influence the referee by declamatory representations: so 
the sufferer, [the man who declares for πολιτικὴ φιλία,] must 
put up with his luck.’ I think that ἀλλά in 1243” 7 emphasizes 
the author’s statement of his principle, ἐπεὶ ov διείποντο τὸ 
ὥς. Compare 1344" 9, where I see no justification for the 
assumption of a lacuna. For τὸ ὥς -- τὸ πῶς, see wy 847* 27, 
quoted in the Berlin Index. 


x § 30—32. 1243? 15—27 πολλὰ ἐγκλήματα γίνεται ἐν 
ταῖς φιλίαις τοῖς μὴ Kat εὐθυωρίαν, καὶ τὸ δίκαιον ἰδεῖν ov 
ῥάδιον. χαλεπὸν γὰρ μετρῆσαι ἑνὶ τῷδε τὸ μὴ κατ᾽ εὐθνωρίαν, 
οἷον συμβαίνει ἐπὶ τῶν ἐρωτικῶν. ὃ μὲν γὰρ διώκει ὡς [τὸν] 
ἡδὺν ἐπὶ τὸ συζῆν, ὃ δ᾽ ἐκεῖνον ἐνίοτε ὡς χρήσιμον" ὅταν δὲ. 
παύσηται τοῦ ἐρᾶν, ἄλλου γινομένου ἄλλος γίνεται, καὶ τότε 
λογίξονται παντί τινος, καὶ ὡς Πύθων καὶ ἸΠαμμένης διεφέ- 
povto καὶ ὡς διδάσκαλος καὶ μαθητής (ἐπιστήμη yap καὶ 
χρήματα οὐχ ἑνὶ μετρεῖται), καὶ ὡς ᾿Ηρύδικος ὁ ἰατρὸς πρὸς 
τὸν ἀποδιδόντα μικρὸν τὸν μισθόν, καὶ ὡς ὁ κιθαρῳδὸς καὶ ὁ 
βασιλεύς. ὃ μὲν γὰρ ὡς ἡδεῖ, ὃ 8 ὡς χρησίμῳ ὡμίλει" ὃ δ᾽ 
ἐπεὶ ἔδει ἀποδιδόναι, αὐτὸν αὑτὸν ὡς ἡδὺν ἐποίησεν, καὶ ἔφη, 
ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνον ἄσαντα εὐφρᾶναι, οὕτω καὶ αὐτὸς ὑποσχόμενος 
ἐκείνῳ. 

‘In unequal friendships,’ says EKudemus, ‘many complaints 
arise, and it is not easy to discover the rule of right. For it is 
difficult to find one standard by which to measure diverse 
commodities. We have an instance of this in the relations 
_ of lovers. The lover seeks the beloved as the one agreeable 
person, that he may live in his society: the beloved sometimes 
seeks the lover as one who is useful to him. But when the 
lover’s passion wanes, both change: the beloved is no longer 
agreeable, the lover no longer useful. And then they begin 
to calculate παντί τινος, [whatever those words may mean,] and 
they quarrel, as Python and Pammenes did, like master and 
pupil generally,—you cannot measure learning and money by 
one standard,—like Herodicus the physician and his grudging 
patient, or like the harper and the king’ At this point 
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I pause in my paraphrase that I may comment upon certain 
details of the text. In line 15, the first line of § 30, the 
MSS give τοῖς: Bonitz reads ταῖς. I suppose that we 
should all of us have written ταῖς : but τοῖς is plainly ad- 
missible, and in cases of doubt, it is obvious to prefer the 
tradition. In line 17, for the τῷ (circumflexed) of the MSS, 
I would substitute not τό with Fritzsche, nor τά with Busse- 
maker, but τώ (dual). In line 18 Spengel and Susemihl 
bracket τόν. I see no reason for this: for surely the ἐρώμενος 
is to the ἐρῶν, not merely ἡδύς, but ὁ ἡδύς, the one supremely 
agreeable person. In line 20, for the unmeaning παντί Twos, 
it is obvious to read ti ἀντὶ τίνος, τί and τίνος being both of 
them interrogative. ‘When the beloved ceases to be agreeable 
to the lover, and the lover to be useful to the beloved, they 
begin to calculate the quid pro quo, and a quarrel arises.’ For 
the phrase ti ἀντὶ τίνος, compare Nicomachean ethics Θ᾽ xi 
§ 6. 1162" 27 καθ᾽ ὑμολογίαν τί ἀντὶ tives. That this simple 
correction has escaped the critics is the more surprising, since, 
according to Susemihl, ἀντὶ τίνος is added by a recent hand in 
the margin of P”. I am sorry to say that I cannot find out 
anything about Python and Pammenes: but surely they were 
διδάσκαλος and μαθητής. For, though Fritzsche and Susemihl 
give ὡς before διδάσκαλος, the MSS have ὅλως, and this 
reading affords a satisfactory sense. 

x §§ 33, 34. 1243" 27—36 ὅμως δὲ φανερὸν καὶ ἐνταῦθα 
πῶς γνωριστέον' ἑνὶ μὲν yap μετρητέον καὶ ἐνταῦθ᾽, adr’ οὐχ 
ὅρῳ, ἀλλὰ λόγῳ: τῷ ἀνάλογον γὰρ μετρητέον, ὥσπερ καὶ ἡ 
πολιτικὴ μετρεῖται κοινωνία, πῶς γὰρ κοινωνήσει γεωργῶ 
σκυτοτόμος, εἰ μὴ τῷ ἀνάλογον ἰσασθήσεται τὰ ἔργα; τοῖς δὲ 
μὴ κατ᾽ εὐθυωρίαν τὸ ἀνάλογον μέτρον, οἷον εἰ ὃ μὲν σοφίαν 
δοῦναι ἐγκαλεῖ, ὃ δ᾽ ἐκείνῳ ἀργύριον, τῇ σοφίᾳ πρὸς τὸ πλούσιον, 
εἶτα τί δοθὲν πρὸς ἑκάτερον. εἰ γὰρ ὃ μὲν τοῦ ἐλάττονος ἥμισυ 
ἔδωκεν, ὃ δὲ τοῦ μείξονος μὴ πολλοστὸν μέρος, δῆλον ὅτι οὗτος 
ἀδικεῖ. 

I continue my paraphrase. ‘Nevertheless it is plain how 
we are to proceed. Here too we are to measure by one 
standard, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὅρῳ, ἀλλὰ Adyw: that is to say, we must 
measure by proportion, as we do in the civic association. For 
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how can a cobbler deal with a farmer, unless their wares are 
equalized by proportion?’ And then follows an illustration to 
which I shall presently return. Meanwhile I have something 
to say about the words ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὅρῳ, ἀλλὰ λόγῳ. The general 
significance of the sentence is clear enough. The author means 
that, where the two persons exchange unlike wares, for example, 
pleasure and service, there must be a standard of measurement, 
but this standard will be, not a number, but a ratio. In other 
words, which I borrow from Nicomachean ethics © vii ὃ 3. 1158° 
29—33, whereas, when two persons exchange like services or 
like pleasures, the rule of friendship is quantitative equality 
(τὸ κατὰ ποσόν), when two persons exchange unlike services, 
or unlike pleasures, or service for pleasure, the rule of friend- 
ship is proportionate equality (τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν). Now in the 
expression of this antithesis, the proper correlative to λόγῳ 
‘ratio’ is, not ὅρῳ, but ἀριθμῷ. Compare x § 11. 1242" 12 ὁτὲ 
μὲν γὰρ ἀριθμῷ τοῦ ἴσου μετέχουσιν, ὁτὲ δὲ λόγῳ. politics @(E) 
1. 1301" 29 ἔστι δὲ διττὸν τὸ ἴσον" τὸ μὲν γὰρ. ἀριθμῷ τὸ δὲ 
κατ᾽ ἀξίαν ἐστίν. politics H(Z) ii. 1817} 8 καὶ γὰρ τὸ δίκαιον τὸ 
δημοκρατικὸν τὸ ἴσον ἔχειν ἐστὶ κατ᾽ ἀριθμὸν ἀλλὰ μὴ Kat ἀξίαν. 
And on general grounds, ὅρῳ, because vague,—so vague that a 
λόγος might itself be regarded as a pos,—is manifestly less 
suitable than ἀριθμῷ: Now T. L. Heath in his Diophantos of 
Alexandria, pp. 57 ff. and 160, shows that the so-called sigma, 
which, with breathing prefixed and endings superposed, re- 
presents ἀριθμός and. its cases, is not a final sigma, but a 
symbol which “ might very well be a corruption, after combina- 
tion, of the two first letters of the word, Alpha and Rho”: and 
in Gardthausen’s Griechische Palaeographie Plate 111 he finds, 
taken from a papyrus of A.D. 154, precisely such a combination. 
It looks like a slanted o with an opening at the top, united to 
@ p, with an opening in the back of the loop. ᾿Αριεθμός, 
abbreviated into dp*, with an ap thus formed, would hardly, 
but for its breathing, be distinguishable from ὅρος : and even 
when the abbreviation had been conventionalized into a symbol, 
confusion between the two words would be very easy. Now, 
according to Susemihl, while P® gives od χορῶ with a χ, Μ᾽, 
though it aspirates the initial of ὅρω, keeps the « in οὐκ. 
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Would it not seem that this peculiarity of Μὴ is a survival 
of the original reading ? 

I now return to 1243 32 τοῖς δὲ μὴ κατ᾽ εὐθυωρίαν τὸ 
ἀνάλογον μέτρον, οἷον εἰ ὃ μὲν σοφίαν δοῦναι ἐγκαλεῖ, ὃ δ᾽ ἐκείνῳ 
ἀργύριον, τῇ σοφίᾳ πρὸς τὸ πλούσιον, εἶτα τί δοθὲν πρὸς 
ἑκάτερον. εἰ γὰρ ὃ μὲν τοῦ ἐλάττονος ἥμισυ ἔδωκεν, ὃ δὲ 
τοῦ μείξονος μὴ πολλοστὸν μέρος, δῆλον ὅτι οὗτος ἀδικεῖ, 
Here Bonitz proposes to substitute τί σοφία for τῇ σοφίᾳ, and 
to place notes of interrogation after πλούσιον and ἑκάτερον : 
but seemingly he finds no further difficulty in the passage. 
Spengel, who, whether he attempts an emendation or not, 
makes it his business to note corruptions, is silent. On τῇ 
σοφίᾳ πρὸς τὸ πλούσιον, Fritzsche comments: “ Explica sic: 
‘sapientiae ad divitias scil. ratio, analogia quaerenda est’... 
Tu cf. E. N. 1x 1,7 οὐ yap πρὸς χρήματα ἡ ἀξία τῆς φιλοσο- 
pias μετρεῖται, τιμὴ T ἰσόρροπος οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο." Apparently 
none of the three has remarked that τὸ πλούσιον in the sense 
of τὰ χρήματα is very strange. Now in Xenophon’s memora- 
bilia 1 vi 11 we have the words οὐδένα γοῦν τῆς συνουσίας 
apyuptov πράττει, ‘you do not require a fee from any one’: and 
on the strength of it, I propose to write τῆς σοφίας in place 
of τῇ σοφία, and to connect the phrase thus altered with 
ἀργύριον. Next, I note that if we might borrow from line 20 
the words ti ἀντὶ τίνος, and substitute them for πλούσιον εἶτα 
τί δοθέν, we should have a very satisfactory sense: ‘where the 
persons are diverse, proportion is the measure—for example, the 
claim of the one is that he gave wisdom, and that of the other, 
that he paid a fee for it—proportion, I repeat, is the measure 
to decide the quid pro quo payable in respect of either.’ 
Let us then inquire whether the words πλούσιον εἶτα τί δοθέν 
will give us an intelligible equivalent for τί ἀντὶ τίνος. We 
have already seen that m may represent τι: ἃ and 6 are 
notoriously equivalent: co might conceivably represent ὡ: 
there is nothing alarming in the supposition that « has dropped 
out before τί δοθέν. If we make these changes we get τί δοὺς 
wveirat Ti δοθέν; that is to say, ‘what amount does a man give 
to purchase what return’: and the whole sentence, exclusive 
of the illustration, will mean—‘where the persons are diverse, 
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proportion is the measure to decide in respect of either what he 
gives to purchase what commodity, or as we say, ‘to purchase 
a given commodity.’ In short, I would write: τοῖς δὲ μὴ κατ᾽ 
εὐθυωρίαν τὸ ἀνάλογον μέτρον--- οἷον εἰ ὃ μὲν σοφίαν δοῦναι 
ἐγκαλεῖ ὃ δ᾽ ἐκείνῳ ἀργύριον τῆς σοφίας---πρὸς τὸ τί δοὺς 
ὠνεῖται τί δοθὲν πρὸς ἑκάτερον. 


xi § 4, 5. 1244" 90. 95 καὶ οἱ ἐν τοῖς λόγοις ὅροι τῆς 
φιλίας πάντες μέν πώς εἰσι φιλίας, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τῆς αὐτῆς. τῷ μὲν 
γὰρ χρησίμῳ τὸ βούλεσθαι τὰ κείνῳ ἀγαθὰ καὶ τῷ εὖ ποιήσαντι 
καὶ τῷ ὁποῖος δεῖ (οὐ γὰρ ἐπισημαίνει οὗτος ὁ ὑρισμὸς τῆς 
φιλίας), ἄλλῳ δὲ τὸ εἶναι καὶ ἄλλῳ τὸ συζῆν, τῷ δὲ καθ᾽ ἡδονὴν 
τὸ συναλγεῖν καὶ συγχαίρειν" κτλ. 

In the second sentence of this extract it is obvious to sub- 
stitute for τῷ ὁποῖος δεῖ, either τῷ ὁποίῳ δή, or, with ποίησαντι 
understood, τῷ ὁποίως δή. With the sentence as a whole it is 
easy to supply ὅρος ἐστί from the sentence which precedes. 
‘Of the signs or modes of friendship enumerated at vi S§ 3—9, 
the first, τὸ βούλεσθαί τινι Tayaba ἐκείνου ἕνεκα, or, as it is here 
expressed, τὸ βούλεσθαι τὰ κείνῳ ἀγαθά, applies to the χρήσιμος 
and the εὐεργέτης, and indeed to any one, for this definition 
does not distinguish, and is generally applicable: the second, 
τὸ βούλεσθαι τὸ εἶναι δι᾿ ἐκεῖνον, and the third, τὸ συξῆν be 
αὐτὴν τὴν ὁμιλίαν, are of diverse application, the one being 
exemplified by the mother in her relation to her children and 
by friends who have quarrelled—ézrep ai μητέρες πρὸς τὰ τέκνα 
πεπόνθασι Kai τῶν φίλων οἱ προσκεκρουκότες Nicomacheans 1 
iv § 1. 1166* 5, the other being exemplified by the man in his 
relation to his neighbour; compare vi § 5. 1240" 29 οἷον οἱ 
πατέρες TO μὲν εἶναι τοῖς τέκνοις συξῶσι δ᾽ ἑτέροις: the fourth, 
τὸ συναλγεῖν, and the fifth, τὸ συγχαίρειν, apply to those who 
are friends καθ᾽ ἡδονήν. 


x1 § 7. 1244* 31—36 ἀδικοῦσιν of φίλοι ἀλλήλους ἔνιοι" τὰ 
yap πράγματα μᾶλλον, ἀλλ᾽ ov φιλοῦσι τὸν ἔχοντα" διὸ φιλεῖ 
κἀκείνους οἷον διότι ἡδὺς τὸν οἶνον εἵλετο, καὶ ὅτε χρήσιμος τὸν 
πλοῦτον εἵλετο" χρησιμώτερος γάρ. διὸ <ov> δεῖ ἀγανακτεῖν, 
ὥσπερ ἄν εἰ μᾶλλον εἵλετο ἀντὶ ἥττονος, of δ᾽ ἐγκαλοῦσιν' 
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ἐκεῖνον yap viv ἕητοῦσι tov ἀγαθόν, πρότερον ζητήσαντες τὸν 
ἡδὺν ἢ τὸν χρήσιμον. 

For the readings and conjectures, see Susemihl. In the 
preceding paragraph the author has pointed out that the 
several ὅροι are not all of them applicable to the same kind of 
friendship. The concluding words are καὶ γὰρ ὁ καθ᾽ ὑπεροχὴν 
καὶ ποιήσας εὖ βούλεται τῷ ἔργῳ τῷ αὑτοῦ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ TO 
δόντι τὸ εἶναι δεῖ καὶ ἀνταποδιδόναι, ἀλλὰ συζῆν οὐ τούτῳ, 
ἀλλὰ τῷ ἡδεῖ. The paragraph before us, in which it is noted 
that grievances may arise between friends, (1) if one of them 
eares more for his friend’s possessions than for his friend, (2) if 
a man who has formerly sought a ἡδύς or ἃ χρήσιμος deserts 
him that he may seek another who is ἀγαθός, is thus a corollary 
to its predecessor, and intimately connected with it. Indeed 
but for this dependence upon §& δ, 6, it might have been 
thought that these remarks about the quarrels of friends 
properly belonged to ch. x. The truth is however that the 
subject of grievances, raised in the latter part of ch. x, 1s 
nowhere lost sight of in ch. xi: and when at § 4 the author 
reverts to the ὅροι of friendship, he does so in order that he 
may here the more effectively deal with grievances of these two 
kinds. This being so, it is plain that some connecting phrase 
has been lost at the beginning of § 7. What that connecting 
phrase was, It is impossible to say: but it 1s conceivable that 
ἡ δή, or διό, has been lost after ἡδεῖ, or that ἃ δὴ ἐγκαλοῦσιν ot 
φίλοι ἀλλήλοις has been contracted and corrupted into ἀδικοῦσιν 
οἱ φίλοι ἀλλήλους. Next, I would add a colon before ἔνιοι, and 
take ἔνιοι in apposition to οἱ φίλοι, or, for ἔνιοι τὰ write ἐνίοτε. 
With Susemihl, I think that Bonitz’s transposition of ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
is unnecessary, and that his τὸν for τά is to be accepted, But 
I am not satisfied with διὸ φιλεῖ Kaxeivous or κἀκείνοις. We 
want, I think, 620 φιλονεικεῖ ἐκείνοις : ‘therefore he (sc. ὁ ἔχων) 
comes into competition with his own possessions.’ That φιλο- 
νεικεῖ ἐκείνοις might be thus corrupted is clear: for, as has been 
seen, φιλονεικεῖ ἐκείνοις might easily appear as φίλεικεϊ ἐκείνοις, 
whence to φιλεῖ κἀκείνοις and φιλεῖ κἀκείνους is but a step. 
In the sentences which follow, the grievance is stated from the 
point of view of the aggrieved: ‘it was the excellence of his 
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wine, or the utility of his wealth, which had attracted the 
supposed friend: it was not himself, but his wealth, which the 
supposed friend found useful: and therefore he, the aggrieved 
person, is indignant (διὸ δὴ ἀγανακτεῖ rc. P»), as if, in a com- 
petition with his own wealth, his wealth had been preferred 
and he had been rejected.’ 


xii § 2, 3. 1244° 7—13 μάλιστα δὲ τοῦτο φανερὸν ἐπὶ 
θεοῦ" δῆλον yap ὡς οὐδενὸς προσδεόμενος οὐδὲ φίλου δεήσεται, 
οὐδ᾽ ἔσται αὐτῷ οὔτε μηθὲν δεσπότου. ὥστε καὶ ἄνθρωπος ὁ 
εὐδαιμονέστατος ἤκιστα δεήσεται φίλου, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ καθ᾽ ὅσον 
ἀδύνατον εἶναι αὐτάρκη. ἀνάγκη ἄρα ἐλαχίστους εἶναι φίλους 
τῷ ἄριστα ζῶντι, καὶ ἀεὶ ἐλάττους γίνεσθαι, κτλ. 

At the beginning of this twelfth chapter, 1244) 1, the author 
proposes to investigate the mutual relations of αὐτάρκεια and 
φιλία. ‘It may be doubted,’ he says, ‘whether one who is 
αὐτάρκης will have a friend. Why should he want one? . He 
needs neither useful friends, nor agreeable friends, nor com- 
panionship. His own society is sufficient for him. This is 
plain enough, in the case of God: for, manifestly, as he needs 
nothing, he will not need a friend: nor will he have one.’ 
Then come the words οὔτε μηθὲν δεσπότου. After which the 
text proceeds: ‘Consequently, the man who is most completely 
happy will have no need of a friend, except in so far as 
αὐτάρκεια is unattainable. Hence the man who lives the best 
life will have fewest friends, and the number will perpetually 
dwindle.’ As a whole, the passage is intelligible: and the 
earlier part of the one suspicious sentence, δῆλον yap ὡς 
οὐδενὸς προσδεόμενος οὐδὲ φίλον δεήσεται, οὐδ᾽ ἔσται αὐτῷ, is 
justified by the opening lines of the chapter, where the doubt 
is raised whether the αὐτάρκης, who cannot want a friend, will 
have one. But what are we to make of.the mysterious 
adjunct, οὔτε μηθὲν δεσπότουΐ According to Susemihl, who 
pronounces these words corrupt, Casaubon proposed, for αὐτῷ 
οὔτε μηθὲν δεσπότου, to substitute αὐτοῦ ye μηθὲν δεομένου. 
Fritzsche conjectures ἅτε μηθενὸς δεομένῳ or ἅτε μηθενὸς 
ὁμοίου. That Casaubon’s suggestion and the former of Fritzsche’s 
alternatives give a satisfactory meaning, is clear: but neither 
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has much to recommend it palaeographically. Now ov and 
εἰ, T and ἡ, o and o, are recognised equivalents: see Bast 
pp. 760, 710, 734, ὅσο. Further, it is conceivable that πὶ, which 
may certainly stand for τι, should represent er. Making these 
changes, we obtain εἴ ye μηθὲν δέοιτό του. The sentence δῆλον 
γὰρ ws οὐδενὸς προσδεόμενος οὐδὲ φίλου δεήσεται, οὐδ᾽ ἔσται 
αὐτῷ, εἴ γε μηθὲν δέοιτό tov will then mean: ‘for, manifestly, 
as he needs nothing, he will not need a friend: and, if we are to 
suppose that he does not need one, neither will he have one.’ 
Lest the phrase μηθὲν δεῖσθαί τινος should be questioned, 
I may quote Nicomacheans I ix § 4. 1169 26 ἡδὺς yap ὁ Bios 
ὧν οὐδὲν δεῖται ἐπεισάκτου ἡδονῆς. Lest any one should have 
doubts about the use of the optative in the protasis and the 
future indicative in the apodosis, it will suffice to quote from 
this very chapter xii § 1. 1244” 2 πότερον, εἴ τις εἴη κατὰ 
πάντα αὐτάρκης, ἔσται τούτῳ φίλος, from Nicomacheans E v 
§ 11. 1138» 27 εἰ γὰρ μηθὲν δέοιντο ἢ μὴ ὁμοίως, ἢ οὐκ ἔσται 
ἀλλαγὴ ἢ οὐχ ἡ αὐτή, from metaphysics Z 15. 1040" 12 οἷον εἴ 
Tis σὲ ὁρίσαιτο, Cov ἐρεῖ ἰσχνὸν ἢ λευκὸν ἢ ἕτερόν τι ὃ καὶ 
ἄλλῳ ὑπάρξει, and from Plato Charmides 154 D Οὗτος μέντοι, 


ἔφη, εἰ ἐθέλοι ἀποδῦναι, δόξει σοι ἀπρόσωπος εἶναι. 


xii §§ 17, 18. 1245” 20—25 καὶ τὸ ξητεῖν ἡμῖν καὶ εὔχεσθαι 
πολλοὺς φίλους, ἅμα δὲ λέγειν ὡς οὐθεὶς φίλος ᾧ πολλοὶ 
φίλοι, ἄμφω λέγεται ὀρθῶς, ἐνδεχομένου γὰρ πολλοῖς συζῆν 
ἅμα καὶ συναισθάνεσθαι ὡς πλείστοις αἱρετώτατον" ἐπεὶ δὲ 
χαλεπώτατον, ἐν ἐλάττοσιν ἀνάγκη τὴν ἐνέργειαν τῆς συναισ- 
θήσεως εἶναι, ᾧστ᾽ οὐ μόνον χαλεπὸν τὸ πολλοὺς κτήσασθαι 
(πείρας γὰρ δεῖ), ἀλλὰ καὶ οὖσι χρήσασθαι. 

Down to a certain point the argument of this chapter is 
clear: ‘there is no inconsistency in seeking and praying for 
many friends, and yet saying that the man of many friends 
has none. For if it is possible to associate with many and to 
share their interests, it 1s exceedingly desirable to associate 
with as many as possible: but whereas this is exceedingly 
difficult, it is necessary in action to hmit association of interests 
to a smaller number.’ But at this point a difficulty presents 
itself: for the further statement, that ‘it is difficult, not only 
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to get many friends, but also, when they have been got, to 
maintain relations with them,’ is not a consequence of the 
previous argument: nor is it a summary of results, since it 
emphasizes one side of the balanced conclusion pointed to at 
the outset. In fact, before οὐ μόνον χαλεπόν κτὰ we want, not 
ὥστ᾽, but ὡς. , 

xii δὰ 18—22. 1245” 26—1246* 10 καὶ ὁτὲ μὲν ἀπεῖναι εὖ 
πράττοντα τὸν φιλούμενον βουλόμεθα, ὁτὲ δὲ μετέχειν τῶν 
αὐτῶν, καὶ τὸ ἅμα βούλεσθαι εἶναι φιλικόν. ἐνδεχομένου μὲν 
γὰρ ἅμα καὶ εὖ, τοῦτο πάντες αἱροῦνται' μὴ ἐνδεχομένου δέ, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ τὸν Ἡρακλῆ ἴσως ἂν ἡ μήτηρ εἵλετο θεὸν εἶναι 
μᾶλλον ἢ μετ᾽ αὐτῆς ὄντα τῷ Evpucbe? θητεύειν. ὁμοίως yap 
ἂν εἴπειεν καὶ ὃν ὁ Λάκων ἔσκωψεν, ἐπεί τις ἐκέλευσεν αὐτὸν 
χειμαζόμενον ἐπικαλέσασθαι τοὺς Διοσκόρους. δοκεῖ δὲ τοῦ 
μὲν φιλοῦντος τὸ ἀπείργειν εἶναι τῆς συμμεθέξεως τῶν χαλε- 
πῶν, τοῦ δὲ φιλουμένον τὸ βούλεσθαι συμμετέχειν, καὶ ταῦτα 
ἀμφότερα συμβαίνει εὐλόγως. δεῖ γὰρ τῷ φίλῳ μηθὲν εἶναι 
οὕτω λυπηρὸν ὡς «μὴ» ἰδεῖν τὸν φίλον" δοκεῖ δὲ δεῖν αἱρεῖ- 
σθαι μὴ τὸ αὑτοῦ. διὸ κωλύουσι συμμετέχειν" ἱκανοὶ γὰρ 
αὐτοὶ κακοπαθοῦντες, ἵνα μὴ φαίνωνται τὰ αὑτῶν σκοποῦντες 
καὶ αἱρεῖσθαι τὸ χαΐρειν λυπουμένου τοῦ φίλου. * * ἔτι δὲ 
τὸ κουφότεροι εἶναι μὴ μόνοι φέροντες τὰ κακά. ἐπεὶ δ᾽ 
αἱρετὸν TO T εὖ καὶ τὸ ἅμα, δῆλον ὕτι καὶ τὸ ἅμα εἶναι μετ᾽ 
ἐλάττονος ἀγαθοῦ αἱρετώτερῦν mas ἢ χωρὶς μετὰ μείξονος. 
ἐπεὶ δὲ ἄδηλον τὸ πόσον δύναται τὸ ἅμα, ἤδη διαφέρονται 
καὶ οἴονται τὸ μετέχειν ἅμα πάντων φιλικόν, [καὶ] ὥσπερ 
συνδειπνεῖν ἅμα φασὶν ἥδιον ταὐτὰ ἔχοντας" of δ᾽ ἂν μέντοι 
οὐ βούλονται. ἐπεὶ δ᾽ εἴ γέ τις ὑπερβολὰς ποιήσει, * * ὁμο- 
λογῶσιν ἅμα κακῶς πράττοντας σφόδρα ἢ εὖ σφόδρα χωρίς. 
* * παραπλήσιον δὲ τούτῳ καὶ περὶ τὰς ἀτυχίας. 

In this paragraph I find several difficulties of detail, First, 
I can hardly think that the ἀλλ᾽ before ὥσπερ τὸν Ἡρακλῆ 
ἴσως «TX justifies itself, whereas, with αἱροῦνται understood 
from the former sentence, μὴ ἐνδεχομένου δὲ ἅμα, ὥσπερ τὸν 
Ἡρακλῆ ἴσως κτὰ seems quite satisfactory, Secondly, in 
ὁμοίως yap ἂν εἴπειεν καὶ ὃν 6 Λάκων ἔσκωψεν, ὅν will not 
stand. Fritzsche proposes ὡς καί in place of καὶ ὅν. I venture 
to think that «ai 6 is a simpler alteration and equally effective, 

4 
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Thirdly, I see no reason, either in δεῖ yap τῷ φίλῳ μηθὲν 
εἶναι οὕτω λυπηρὸν ὡς «μὴ; ἰδεῖν τὸν φίλον, for Fritasche’s 
substitution of μή for ἡδύ, or in 1246" 1, for Susemihl’s con- 
jecture that there is a hiatus before ἔτι δὲ τὸ κουφότεροι εἶναι. 
These sentences explain why ὁ φιλῶν is anxious that ὁ φιλού- 
μενος should not share his misfortunes and troubles. ‘ No 
pain which A experiences should be so great as the pleasure 
which he derives from the presence of B: so that if B is with 
him, A is the gainer. But what is A’s gain is pain to B: and 
A ought not to prefer his own advantage. Therefore A will not 
allow B to share his troubles,—it is sufficient that he should 
suffer himself,—lest he should be convicted of considering his 
own interests, and accused of preferring to gratify himself at his 
friend’s expense and to relieve his misery by sharing it with 
another. Ina word, at line 37 a balance is struck between 
pleasure and pain: and at 1240" 1 τὸ κουφότεροι εἶναι is 
dependent upon αἱρεῖσθαι exactly as is τὸ χαίρειν. Lines 
5—10, ἐπεὶ δὲ ἄδηλον κτὰ, present more serious difficulties, 
It is plain that those who would have friends share every- 
thing, are distinguished from’ οἱ ἂν μέντοι οὐ βούλονται: but 
it is not plain what these words mean or represent, and the 
words which follow ἐπεὶ δ᾽ εἴ γέ τις κτὰ are no less obscure, 
I suspect that we should read οἱ δ᾽ ἅμα μὲν τοῦ εὖ (sc. μετέχειν 
βούλονται, ἐπειδὴ εἴ γέ τις ὑπερβολὰς ποιήσει, ὁμολόγους εἶναι 
ἅμα κακῶς πράττοντας σφόδρα ἣ εὖ σφόδρα χωρίς. That is to 
say, ‘whereas according to some the rule of friendship requires 
friends to share ahke in everything, others, drawing the line, 
would have them share prosperity, since, say they, if you take 
the extreme instances, the extreme of misery in company is on 
a par with the extreme of prosperity apart.’ In other words, 
whereas some contend that friends should wish always to be 
together, others, regarding misery in company as no better 
than prosperity apart, would have friends share their prosperity 
only. For ἐπεί, ἐπειδή, with an infinitive, see Goodwin, Moods 
and Tenses § 755. The sentence which immediately follows 
παραπλήσιον δὲ τούτῳ Kai περὶ Tas ἀτυχίας, seems to me to 
balance against 1246* 2 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ αἱρετόν κτλ, where we are 
concerned with goods, greater and less: but in the interval we 
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have passed almost imperceptibly from the consideration of 
greater and less goods to that of less and greater evils. 


xii Ὁ 22, 23. 1246* 183—18 διὰ yap τὰ προειρημένα τοῦτο 
συμβαίνει, καὶ ὅτι μὲν TO λυπούμενον ἢ ἐν φαύλῃ ὄντα ἕξει τὸν 
φίλον θεωρεῖν φεύγομεν ἁπλῶς, ὥσπερ καὶ ἡμᾶς αὐτούς, τὸ δ᾽ 
ὁρᾶν τὸν φίλον ἡδύ, ὥσπερ ἄλλο τι τῶν ἡδίστων, διὰ τὴν εἰρη- 
μένην αἰτίαν, καὶ μὴ κάμνοντα, εἰ αὐτός. 

.This sentence would gain considerably in perspicuity if εἰ 
αὐτοί were to be substituted for ef αὐτός, so that the end of the 
sentence should harmonize with the beginning. 


xii § 23. 1246" 20—22 καὶ τοῦτο ἐπὶ τῶν χειρόνων συμβαίνει 

Ἁ Ἁ 3 \ > »9 / 4 \ A 
καὶ διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν αἰτίαν γίνεσθαι" μάλιστα yap φιλοτιμοῦνται 

\ , \ ΄ 3 > 9 9 “ * ἃ 9 + 
τοὺς φίλους μὴ πράττειν εὖ μηδ᾽ εἶναι ἀνάγκαι αὐτοῖς 
κακώς. | 

On line 22 Susemihl comments as follows: “ ἀνάγκαι * * 
Susem., sed praeterea ἀνάγκαι corruptum, ἀνάγκ * * Ald, 
ἀνάγκη re. P*, ἀνάγκην «εἶναι» Sylburgius, ἀνάγκην «τοῦ 
εἶναι» Casaubonus, «ἂν» ἀνάγκη * * Fr., «ἂν» ἀνάγκη «ἢ 
εἶναι» ci. Fr., ἀνάγκας et κακῶν ci. Spengelius.” 

I fancy that ἀνάγκαι αὐτοῖς κακῶς represents nothing more 
recondite than ἂν ἔχῃ ἑαυτοῖς κακώς. 
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